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Preface

The New Hope Demonstration provides a wealth of information on an issue high on the
domestic policy agenda: how to improve the well-being of people who are poor. New Hope pur-
sued a straightforward idea: People who work full time should not be living in poverty. Thus, the

program supplemented earnings, subsidized child care (if needed), and guaranteed affordable

health insurance. If participants could not find full-time regular employment, the program offered

them access to wage-paying "community service jobs" short-term subsidized jobs in nonprofit

agencies, designed as stepping stones to regular employment. This mix of work-conditioned in-
centives and services marks New Hope as an unusually ambitious attempt to address the em-
ployment and poverty of low-income people.

A community-based organization, the New Hope Project, Inc., operated the New Hope

program in two low-income areas in Milwaukee. Designed as a demonstration project, New

Hope began operating in 1994, enrolling approximately 1,360 people in the New Hope evalua-
tion through December 1995. Eligibility was based solely on income and a willingness to work
full time, so the enrollees included a broad cross-section of the "working poor." These adults
were assigned at random to one of two groups: the New Hope program group, who were eligible

to receive New Hope benefits for three years, and the control group, who differed from the pro-
gram group only in that they could not receive New Hope benefits. The New Hope evaluation

team is assessing New Hope's effects by comparing the outcomes and experiences of these two

groups over time.

From the outset, the New Hope Project's Board and staff committed themselves to a rig-

orous research agenda, believing that for their project to influence federal and state policies, it

had to be studied seriously. After a competitive process, New Hope retained MDRC to conduct
the evaluation. This volume is the second major report on the project, documenting New Hope's
effects two years after participants enrolled. A five-year follow-up report will be ready in about

three years.

The New Hope evaluation is as ambitious as the program, and it integrates diverse re-
search methods and data in the team's effort to understand New Hope's effects. Notably, the
evaluation goes beyond a study of New Hope's economic effects to examine how New Hope
changed family functioning and the well-being of children. To address this broad learning
agenda, the evaluation team represents a collaboration among MDRC staff, New Hope's Board
and staff, and prominent university-based scholars who came together under the auspices of the
MacArthur Foundation Network on Successful Pathways Through Middle Childhood.

The two-year economic story is best told by distinguishing between two groups that con-
stituted the New Hope sample: the two-thirds who were not working full time when they enrolled
and the one-third who were. The interim results show that New Hope increased employment,
earnings, and income for the program group members who were not working full time at enroll-
ment, compared with their control group counterparts. The wage-paying community service jobs
were an important source of these effects. Those who were already working full time when they
enrolled used the New Hope supports to spend less time working second jobs and overtime, actu-

ally reducing their income.

16



While New Hope's economic effects differed for the two groups, the program's positive
effects on families and children cut across the whole sample. Perhaps because one group had
more earnings and income while the other could cut back a little, New Hope participants across
the program group reported less stress, fewer worries, and better parent-child relations than the
control group. Further, teachers reported positive effects on the classroom behavior and school
performance of boys (who had more room for improvement than girls). The boys in the program
group families also showed higher educational and occupational expectations and less problem
behavior than the boys in the control group families.

No single-site study is definitive. Because these results describe a program in Milwaukee
during 1994-97, all members of the research sample benefited from a favorable labor market.
Further, if they were eligible for public assistance, they faced increasingly assertive welfare poli-
cies that emphasized work. However, the fact that the program caused effects over and above the
threshold created by these circumstances is encouraging and challenges policymakers and practi-
tioners to test similar interventions in other locales.

Finally, as the Acknowledgments section of this report suggests, the study represents the
committed efforts of many people and institutions. We are grateful to all our colleagues in this
venture the Board and staff of New Hope, the funders that have so generously supported the
evaluation, state and local agencies, our fellow researchers, the advisors and reviewers, and the
residents of Milwaukee who have participated in the program and the study.

Judith M. Gueron
President
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Executive Summary and Policy Implications

This is the second report from the evaluation of New Hope, an innovative project devel-

oped and operated in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, that has sought to improve the lives and reduce the

poverty of low-income workers and their families. New Hope relied on several components and

services to increase the income, financial security, and access to full-time employment of low-
income workers in two areas of Milwaukee. In these target areas, all low-income workers (and
those not employed, but willing to work full time) were eligible to receive New Hope benefits.
New Hope began operating as a demonstration program in 1994, enrolling volunteers during an

intake period that lasted through December 1995.

Reflecting its broad eligibility rules, New Hope served a diverse group of low-income
people. For example, 37.5 percent were employed at enrollment, and 84.9 percent had been em-
ployed full time during their adult work life (with the average longest full-time job lasting about

three years). While 59.8 percent were never married and 18.3 percent were separated, divorced,
or widowed, 21.8 percent were married. Men made up 28.4 percent of the full sample, and 37.1

percent of the sample were not receiving AFDC, Food Stamps, General Assistance, or Medicaid

at enrollment. Participants, on average, were 32 years old.

New Hope offered access to four distinct program components: an earnings supplement

to raise participants' income to the poverty level for their household, affordable health insurance,
child care subsidies, and a full-time job opportunity for those unable to find one. (Part-time jobs
also were available for those who needed to supplement an existing part-time job.) In return, the

program required its participants to work full time (at least 30 hours a week) and to document

their work hours in order to qualify for program benefits. Program representatives ("project
reps") would meet frequently with participants to collect their wage stubs, verify their full-time
employment, and discuss any needs or concerns related to participants' employment. Thus, the
project combined a requirement to work full time with the necessary supports and guarantees to
enable its beneficiaries to meet this requirement.

New Hope operated outside the existing public assistance system, though it was designed

to be replicable as government policy. It was funded by a consortium of local, state, and national
organizations interested in work-based antipoverty policy; as well as by the State of Wisconsin
and the federal government. It was designed and operated by a community-based nonprofit or-
ganization, the New Hope Project, and thus provides insights into the role nongovernmental
agencies can play in income support.

One goal of the project was to provide credible information to policymakers on the im-
plementation, effectiveness, and costs of the New Hope approach. To this end, New Hope con-

tracted with the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) to conduct an inde-
pendent evaluation, which began with the start ofenrollment. In order to provide a reliable test of
the difference the program made, 1,357. applicants were randomly assigned in a lottery-like proc-

ess to either a program group (with access to New Hope services) or a control group (with no ac-

cess to New Hope services, but able to seek other services). The difference in the two groups'
outcomes over time (for example, their differences in employment rates or average earnings) are

the observed effects or in the language of evaluations "impacts" of the program. The 678
participants (that is, the program group members) and their households were entitled to New
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Hope's benefits and services for a period of three years, and the last enrolled participants ended
their spell of New Hope eligibility in December 1998. To determine New Hope's effectiveness,
this report compares the experiences of these participants during the first two years of their eligi-
bility with the experiences of the 679-member control group.

The previous report presented findings on recruitment, program operations, participation
patterns, and participant characteristics.' Shorter working papers were prepared to convey early
impressions from focus groups with participants, to describe the neighborhood context of New
Hope, and to report on the program's work opportunity component: community service jobs, or
CSJs.2 The present report is the first to show how the program changed the experiences and lives
of New Hope participants during their first two years in it. A subsequent report will cover the last
year of the program and two further years of follow-up.

This report addresses important policy questions pertaining to the lives of low-income
workers and their families, the choices they make in the labor market, and the effects of financial
and other supports on their material and overall well-being.

Following a brief summary of the report's key findings, the Executive Summary intro-
duces the New Hope Project, its context, and key policy questions. It then presents the report's
findings in detail and concludes with policy implications.

Findings in Brief

Overall, New Hope increased employment and earnings, leading in turn to increased in-
come during the first year of follow-up and enabling more low-income workers to earn their way
out of poverty. New Hope's effects on employment and income, coupled with its provision of
health insurance and child care subsidies, set off a chain of beneficial effects for participants'
families and their children. On average, New Hope participants were less stressed, had fewer
worries, and experienced less material hardship (particularly that associated with lack of health
insurance) than control group members. Participants' children had better educational outcomes,
higher occupational and educational expectations, and more social competence; boys also
showed fewer behavior problems in the classroom.

Analyses found that New Hope's effects varied with the employment status of its partici-
pants at random assignment. On the one hand, those working part time or not at all needed to ei-
ther find a full-time job or increase their hours of work to qualify for earnings supplements,
health insurance, and child care subsidies. New Hope project staff assisted them in this process,
sometimes by offering CSJs when they were needed. On the other hand, those working full time
(30 hours or more) could take advantage ofprogram benefits immediately, without having to in-

'Thomas Brock, Fred Doolittle, Veronica Fellerath, and Michael Wiseman, Creating New Hope: Implementa-
tion of a Program to Reduce Poverty and Reform Welfare (New York: MDRC, 1997).

'Dudley Benoit, The New Hope Offer: Participants in the New Hope Demonstration Discuss Work, Family, and
Self-Sufficiency (1996); Michael Wiseman, Who Got New Hope? (1997); and Susan Poglinco, Julian Brash, and
Robert Granger, An Early Look at Community Service Jobs in the New Hope Demonstration (1998). All were pub-
lished by MDRC.
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crease their work effort. Indeed, New Hope allowed these participants to make ends meet without

excessive overtime or simultaneously holding multiple jobs.

Among those not employed full time at random assignment (about two-thirds of the sam-

ple), New Hope increased' both work effort and earnings. Compared to the control group, New

Hope reduced by half the number who were never employed during the two years of follow-up

(from 13 percent for the control group to less than 6 percent for New Hope participants). Pro-

gram group members who were not employed full time at random assignment worked in 5.5 out

of 8 quarters (three-month periods covered by the earnings data for this report) compared with

4.8 quarters for control group members. The program increased average two-year earnings of the

program group (including those who had no earnings) by $1,389, from $10,509 for the control

group to $11,898 for the program group. This increase in earnings, boosted by New Hope's

earnings supplement and the Earned Income Credits (EICs), resulted in a substantial income gain

of $2,645 over the two-year follow-up period, which made it possible for many of these partici-

pants to work their way out of poverty.

CSJs were important in bringing about the employment effect for participants who were

not employed full time at random assignment. However, it is unlikely that the entire employment

effect was due to this program component. For that to be the case, one would have to assume that

no CSJ user would have worked if there had been no CSJs. The data suggest the opposite, be-

cause most CSJ users transitioned into unsubsidized employment once their eligibility for CSJ

employment ended, and many CSJ users had both CSJ earnings and earnings from unsubsidized

employment in the same quarter.

For the remaining one-third of the sample (those employed full time at random assign-

ment), there were modest reductions in hours worked and earnings. These participants were less

likely to work more than 40 hours a week and did not experience net income gains, partly be-

cause New Hope reduced their receipt of AFDC and Food Stamps. In the second year of follow-

up, New Hope's effect on income for this group was a reduction of $1,148, or 7.5 percent.

The evaluation includes a "Child and Family Study" (CFS) of family dynamics and

outcomes for children. Focusing on sample members with children aged 3-12 at the two-year

follow-up 89.8 percent of whom were women, and 69.4 percent of whom were receiving

AFDC at enrollment this study found evidence that New Hope increased the use of center-

based child care and other structured out-of-school activities. Among those employed full time at

random assignment, New Hope increased the quality of parent-child interactions. This may

reflect participants' greater ability to achieve a sustainable balance between work and parenting

by cutting down on long work hours.

To capture possible effects on participants' children, the CFS obtained permission to sur-

vey teachers of these children. From the teacher reports, it appears that New Hope had substantial

positive effects on the classroom behavior, school performance, and social competence of chil-

dren in the sample. These effects occurred primarily for boys, who also showed less problem be-

havior and higher educational and occupational expectations than boys in the control group.

'In discussions of impacts, "increases" and "decreases" refer to differences between the program and control

groups, not to changes over time in outcomes for the program group.
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This report has important implications for policymakers and program developers who are
concerned with improving the lives of low-income working families. The analyses show that a
package of earnings supplements, health and child care benefits, and full-time job opportunities
can substantially increase the work effort, earnings, and income of those who are willing to work
full time, but need assistance to do so. Such effects are not limited to nonworkers and welfare
recipients, but extend to many different groups of low-income people.

On the other hand, the analyses show that earnings supplements may lead to modest re-
ductions in work effort among those already working full time or more than full time. Interest
ingly, New Hope shows that such reductions can be kept to a minimum and can actually benefit
the families involved to the extent that these reductions limit excessive overtime or multiple jobs.

Finally, the New Hope evaluation shows how modest changes in income, employment,
and family resources can have significant effects on noneconomic outcomes, such as family well-
being and child outcomes. A narrow focus on economic outcomes may understate the effects of
interventions like New Hope, whose benefits extend beyond those outcomes.

The New Hope Project

New Hope offered low-income workers in two areas of Milwaukee an opportunity to use
a comprehensive set of integrated program services, designed to address longstanding problems
associated with the low-wage labor market and delivered in a small-scale, friendly, and respectful
environment. The program had broad eligibility rules, applying to any adult in the target areas
(two zip codes) whose income was below 150 percent of the federal poverty level and who was
willing to work full time. It was not limited to welfare recipients or families with children. The
program had four components, which could be used separately or in any combination suiting
program participants. For persons who worked at least 30 hours a week, New Hope provided the
following:

Earnings supplements, which were designed to complement the state and
federal Earned Income Credits (EICs) refundable tax credits for low-
income working families in order to raise the income of full-time workers
to the poverty level. In designing the structure of these supplements, program
developers tried to make sure that additional work effort or higher wages
would always increase participants' overall income. This was done by reduc-
ing the proportion of each additional dollar earned that is lost to taxes or re-
duced benefits. In other words, program participants were able to keep more
of their earnings gains, giving them an incentive to increase their hours of
work and look for better-paying jobs. At the same time, the supplements
raised their income to the poverty level. On average, the 78.0 percent of pro-
gram group members who received any earnings supplements received $1,165
over the two-year follow-up period. (The average for all participants was
$911.)

Affordable health insurance, which was available to any participant who did
not already have access to such coverage through an employer or government-
provided health plan. Lack of such insurance is a continuing source of concern
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for low-wage workers, one they often cite as an impediment to their trying to
leave welfare for work. New Hope required a copayment, increasing with in
come. This service was used by 47.6 percent of participants. (New Hope spent
an average of $1,464 per program group member over two years.)

Child care subsidies, which were available to parents of children under age
13. The cost of child care is a major concern to low-income workers and their
families. Although there are public child care subsidies for welfare recipients
who go to work, the programs that provide these subsidies sometimes have
long waiting lists. Low-income workers who have not recently received wel-
fare have an even harder time accessing such subsidized child care. New Hope
allowed participants to find their own licensed child care arrangements and
then paid most of the expenses involved (the copay increased with a family's
income). This service was used by 27.9 percent of New Hope participants
(38.8 percent of program group members with children). (New Hope spent an
average of $2,376 per participant over two years.)

For those willing to work 30 hours a week, but unable to find such full-time employment,

New Hope provided:

Community service jobs (CSJs), which were wage-paying positions with lo-
cal nonprofit organizations, available to those who wanted to work full time,
but could not find a full-time job on their own. CSJs were not automatic: Par-
ticipants had to apply for them and could lose their CSJ if their attendance or
performance on the job was poor. Each CSJ was limited to six months in du-
ration, but participants could work in CSJs for a total of 12 months. CSJs were
used by 32.0 percent of all participants. On average, participants who worked
in a CSJ earned $3,000 during the two-year follow-up period. (The average for
all participants was $945.)

Program Context

The New Hope evaluation unfolds in the context of rapidly changing labor markets and
welfare environments, both in Milwaukee and across the United States. In many ways, the New
Hope Project foreshadowed some of these changes, and in some instances it directly influenced
state and local welfare policy. During the years covered by this evaluation, active social policy
and a generally vibrant economy combined to make work easier to find and more rewarding for
many low-income people in Wisconsin. Since New Hope was first conceived, unemployment in
Milwaukee County has fallen from 6.5 percent to as low as 3.6 percent, the minimum wage has
increased from $4.25 to $5.15, and the state and federal EIC programs have been expanded
twice. Since the end of the two-year follow-up period covered in this report, state Medicaid pro-
grams are being expanded to include low-income working adults even if they do not receive
public assistance.

At the same time, the state's welfare system has been dismantled, replaced with a work-
based system of public assistance called Wisconsin Works (W-2). It began during the last four
months of the period covered in this report. More relevant to the findings presented here was a
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program preceding W-2, entitled Pay for Performance, which required work and work-related
activities of every welfare recipient in Wisconsin. All these changes in state welfare policy took
place within the larger context of federal welfare reform. The landmark 1996 federal welfare law
ended the 60-year-old Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program and its enti-
tlement to cash welfare assistance, placed a five-year limit on most families' receipt of federally
funded cash welfare, and required states to place an increasing share of their caseload in workor
work-related activities. States now have major responsibility for designing programs for the poor,
and they receive block grants of federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
funds.

The Milwaukee economy, and the policy changes that affect the supports available to
members of both the program and control groups, makes this a conservative test of New Hope.
The changes have diminished the difference between what New Hope offers and what is avail-
able outside New Hope, making it more difficult for the project to create a net difference.

Policy Lessons: What Can We Learn from New Hope?

The New Hope Project offers an opportunity to learn about relevant and innovative ap-
proaches to the ongoing problems of low-income workers. Following are some of the questions
that are particularly important in the current post-AFDC policy debate about helping families,
supporting work, and increasing self-sufficiency:

With supports that make work pay, will low-income people work their
way out of poverty? How much will various incentives induce people to
work? Is the problem that people need some support, or are they just unable or
unwilling to work?

Can such supports foster full-time work? Many low-income people work
part time or intermittently. With better supports, will they work full time?

Is it possible to make work pay without reducing work effort? The New
Hope program supplemented the earnings of its participants, which in theory
is a good way of providing financial support to low-income families because it
rewards work instead of idleness. However, past research involving income
subsidies for low-income workers (implemented without providing work in-
centives like those in New Hope) has left a legacy of discouraging findings,
showing that such subsidies reduced work effort. Could New Hope do better?

Should interventions like New Hope be targeted at those not already
working full time? Inclusiveness was an important aspect of the New Hope
program, seeking to serve not just welfare recipients or people with poor work
histories. However, what is the price of inclusiveness? Does it dramatically
increase program cost? Do those already employed benefit from the program?
Does being inclusive have other benefits?

Does subsidized employment work? New Hope provided CSJs to partici-
pants who could not find full-time work on their own. This is another prom-
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ising approach to helping low-income workers who may have a hard time
finding their way into the labor market. But does it work? Do these jobs in-
crease employment or do they just offer an easy alternative for people who

otherwise would have found a regular job on their own? Did they set up and
maintain a pool of public service jobs that are more than "make work"?

How much do health insurance and child care subsidies matter? New
Hope offered health insurance and child care subsidies. The need for these
services is widely documented and proclaimed. But would low-income work-

ers use them? Would they appreciate these benefits as making a difference in

their lives?

How important is the nature of staff-participant interactions? New Hope
operated on a small scale and was based in the target areas it served. Staff de-
veloped a more positive relationship with participants and interacted with
them more frequently than is typical in welfare offices. Does such an approach
affect the quality of program operations and the use of program services?

If more people work and their income increases, is their family life im-
proved? Poverty and low-wage work can be stressful for families. Is it possi-
ble to improve family life by supporting employment and increasing available
income? Could increased employment have negative consequences for family

well-being?

How do make-work-pay policies affect children? The American public
wants those parents who can work to do so. But the public remains concerned
about the children in poor families. How might these children be affected by
policies that support work?

Limitations of This Evaluation

In this demonstration, the New Hope offer was available to program participants along-
side the existing welfare system. While New Hope designers thought of the program as an alter-
native to this system, many participants continued to use public assistance or Medicaid, either
along with or instead of New Hope benefits. Therefore, the demonstration does not fully answer
the question: What if we replaced the current welfare system with a work-based set of supports
like those available in New Hope? Rather, it addresses the question: What if we added the sup-
ports available in New Hope on top of existing policies and programs? In addition, the demon-
stration provides a definitive answer to that question only for persons like the volunteers who
enrolled in New Hope and who live in labor markets like Milwaukee.

Theory and Expectations

The design of the New Hope program was guided both by practical consideration of the
challenges facing low-income workers and by theoretical expectations about how people respond
to financial incentives. As mentioned above, New Hope was targeted primarily at specific prob-
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lems inherent in the low-wage labor market, such as "poverty wages," lack of health care cover-
age, intermittent unemployment, and lack of good, affordable child care. However, as the pro-
gram was being developed, the expected behavioral responses of those who would benefit from
program services were very much part of the discussion. As noted above, prior evaluations of
other interventions targeted at low-income workers had found that income subsidies could sig-
nificantly reduce the work effort of some workers, even if the same programs enticed others to
seek employment. This phenomenon, discussed more extensively in Chapter 4 of the report, is
potentially costly to society and to participants. In the case of New Hope, these considerations
led program designers to limit benefits to those working at least 30 hours a week. This ensured
that any reductions in work effort would be small, and it also provided an added incentive to
those not already working full time to make an effort to reach a higher level of employment.

The goals and expectations of program designers were not limited to participants' earn-
ings and income. In addition to those "economic" outcomes, they targeted other aspects of par-
ticipants' lives, including their access to health insurance and affordable child care and their
overall financial situation. By guaranteeing a full-time job and by supplementing participants'
earnings, New Hope was expected to reduce the stress and financial worries that are common
among low-income workers. By allowing some workers to reduce overtime and drop second
jobs, the program might free up more of their time for personal development and family time.
And by exposing sample members' children to subsidized, good-quality child care and after-
school care, the program might improve their well-being and school readiness, just as the ex-
pected increase in family income and greater financial stability might benefit these children.

Data, Samples, and Research Methods

This report relies on a number of data sources for its estimates of New Hope's effects. All
in all, 1,357 applicants to the program were included in the study and randomly assigned to pro-
gram or control group status: 678 to the program group and 679 to the control group. For each of
these sample members, the researchers collected two years of earnings data from unemployment
insurance (UI) records and AFDC, Food Stamp, and Medicaid data from other state databases.4
These administrative data were augmented with information collected from a two-year follow-up
survey. This survey covered details on employment histories, job characteristics, and additional
income sources. It also measured material hardship, access to health care, and sample members'
feelings about their financial situations, job security, and, in the case of program group members,
their experiences with the New Hope program.

Although all program and control group members were approached for this survey, some
could not be found and others refused to participate, leaving a sample of 1,086 for analyses in-
volving survey questions.

"The researchers supplemented the administrative data on earnings, welfare receipt, and program participation
with data from the State of Wisconsin on use of the state and federal EIC. Aggregate EIC data (provided in groups
of 15 to protect individual confidentiality) were used to approximate individual EIC benefits, which constitute an
increasingly important source of work-related income for low-wage workers.
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For the 678 program group members, data from the New Hope management information
system (MIS) were added to the administrative and survey data. These MIS data cover participa-
tion in the program, use of program benefits, and earnings from CSJs. Administrative data from
New Hope were also used to estimate program costs.

The analyses of child and family outcomes rely mostly on an expanded version of the
two-year survey, conducted in respondents' homes. Special age-appropriate modules were added
to the survey to be administered to respondents' children. The Child and Family Study (CFS)
survey was targeted at 745 adult sample members and completed by 591. In many cases, more
than one child per family was included in the study, resulting in a sample of 927 children for

most analyses.

Finally, if children were in school, their teachers were sent a questionnaire (with permis-
sion and assistance from the children's parents) which contained a number of scales measuring
behavior and performance in school. These assessments are a primary source of data on relevant
child outcomes; they are available for 420 children in the study.

Most analyses presented in this report identify program effects using straightforward
comparisons of outcomes for program and control group members. Because sample members
were randomly assigned to either the program group (and thus eligible to participate in New
Hope) or the control group (not eligible), the only systematic difference between the two groups
is the assignment of program group members to New Hope. This means that any differences in
outcomes measured at follow-up are attributable to the New Hope program; as noted earlier, such
differences are called the program's "impacts."

Program Implementation and Context

New Hope was implemented successfully and delivered benefits and
services to those who qualified. Some participants did not access benefits
as often as they could have, either because they did not fully understand
the program procedures or chose not to report their earnings each month
as required.

Implementing a program like New Hope poses important challenges to program develop-
ers, managers, and staff. The New Hope program was designed around a set of complex rules
centered on the requirement that participants work 30 hours a week on average to qualify for
program benefits; they were required to submit wage stubs monthly, which then were incorpo-
rated into a management information system for calculation and distribution of benefits. New
Hope program staff were successful in developing such a system and implementing it in a real-
world setting. Participants were paid their benefits on time. In interviews, participants expressed
their satisfaction with New Hope, comparing the program favorably with other employment and
welfare programs they had experienced. They consistently rated the support received from proj-
ect reps as "what they liked best" about New Hope.

However, New Hope staff and management did experience some difficulty in getting
participants to understand and follow program rules. Many participants did not maximize their
use of program benefits because they failed to comply with these rules, falling short of the re-
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quired work hours or neglecting to submit required documentation. Participants also occasionally
expressed dismay at the month-to-month variation in benefit levels, which was a function of
sometimes small month-to-month changes in earnings or in the number of pay periods in a
month. The fact that participants had to "renew" their commitment to the program monthly
(because they were required to hand in their pay stubs) may have led some to leave New Hope
even when they were still eligible for benefits. Staff also had difficulty getting participants to
make full use of the EIC, which is an integral part of the New Hope benefit calculations. It is
likely that some of this confusion would not occur if New Hope was an ongoing, widely avail-
able program.

People's initial experience with New Hope differed depending on their
employment status at the time they enrolled. Those employed full time
could receive benefits immediately, but those not employed full time were
more focused on finding a job or increasing their hours.

New Hope's requirement that participants work 30 hours a week made their initial pro-
gram experience dependent on their employment status. About one-third of program participants
entered the study working full time, attracted by the financial benefits and help with health and
child care. Program staff would explain the program rules to participants and help them access
health insurance and child care benefits. The remaining two-thirds of participants experienced a
different initial contact, which was focused on their need to find a full-time job. After a job
search of eight weeks, these participants would have access to the program's CSJ component. In
the meantime, project reps would give them job leads and advice on how to get a job. Thus, these
participants would be more likely to actually experience a change in their initial employment
status, either finding a job if they were not working or finding a full-time job if they were work-
ing part time.

The New Hope program operated in two inner-city target areas with high
rates of poverty and limited .economic opportunities. However, the re-
gional economy was healthy and other changes in the environment also
promoted work among low-income residents of Milwaukee.

A neighborhood survey conducted in New Hope's target areas before the program began
found high rates of poverty and a large contingent of low-income workers who could have been
eligible for New Hope if it had operated on a larger scale. Analyses of job opportunities found
most openings to be dispersed in the suburbs surrounding Milwaukee, either difficult or impossi-
ble to access without a car. Many positions also required post-secondary educational credentials,
which few low-income residents in New Hope's target areas had. Nevertheless, the Milwaukee
economy was generally very good during New Hope's implementation, making it relatively easy
for many participants to find and maintain full-time employment.

As discussed earlier, the welfare environment was changing rapidly during the time of
this study. General Assistance (cash welfare for low-income adults who do not have dependent
children) was eliminated and welfare rolls were reduced through new welfare-to-work programs
like Pay for Performance. New federal legislation eliminated the AFDC program, replacing it
with TANF, whose incarnation in Wisconsin (labeled Wisconsin Works, or W-2) took effect,
however, near the end of the two-year follow-up period covered in this report. Changing welfare
rules and attitudes together with an improving economy caused increasing numbers of welfare
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recipients to leave the rolls and enter employment, offering both New Hope participants and
control group members a substantial incentive to work.

Use of Program Services

A large majority of those assigned to New Hope (79.2 percent) received
program benefits, but few received such benefits every month and for
many participants program benefits were limited in scope and duration.

The design of the New Hope offer directly influenced, and often limited, the use of pro-

gram benefits. First, the offer was extended only to those willing and able to work at least 30
hours a week. If, for any reason, a participant could or did not want to comply with this require-
ment, his or her eligibility for program benefits may have been interrupted (project reps did con-
tinue to extend help and support).5 Second, the value of benefits was linked to participants' in-
come and decreased substantially as their income approached 200 percent of the poverty level for
their family, or $30,000 a year, whichever was higher. At that point, earnings supplements were
quite small, and copayments for health care and child care were larger. Third, three of the four
primary benefits (health insurance, child care, and CSJs) were useful only to a subset of partici-
pants. For example, participants with Medicaid or free employer-provided health insurance did
not need New Hope's health- coverage or its contribution to employee copayments; those with
steady employment (or good job-seeking skills) did not need CSJs; and those without children
had no use for New Hope's child care subsidy. Consequently, the program allowed participants
to use the components they needed when they were ready to use them.

The consequences of this approach for participation patterns are presented in Table 1,
which shows that 79.2 percent of program group members used any financial program benefit,
with almost all of them (78.0 percent of program group members) receiving at least one earnings
supplement.' In contrast, only 47.6 percent used New Hope's health plan (or received help in
paying an employee copay), and only 27.9 percent used child care assistance. About a third of all

program group members (32.0 percent) worked in a CSJ. Program rules and variation in partici-
pant needs affected not only overall benefit use rates, but also the length of time that participants
used New Hope's services. The table shows that those who received any financial benefit did so
for an average of only 10.8 of the 24 months of follow-up.

Comparing program benefits across the two employment subgroups defined above shows
that those employed full time at random assignment received more benefits than those not so
employed, reflecting the fact that the former group could begin receiving benefits immediately,
while the latter group had to secure a 30-hour-a-week job first. Also, more participants among
those not employed full time at random assignment experienced significant obstacles to em-
ployment, preventing them from ever meeting the 30-hour requirement (or working in a CSJ).

'Also, health insurance could be extended for a month if participants lost their job and were actively looking for

a new one. Similarly, participants who lost a job would be provided with three hours of child care per day for up to
three weeks, as long as they were actively looking for work. After three weeks, they were eligible for a CSJ.

'All the tables in this Executive Summary summarize more detailed information given in the main body of the
report. For additional measures and analytical details, see the tables in the full report.
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Table 1

The New Hope Project

Financial Benefit Use Within 24 Months After Random Assignment

New Hope Benefit
Ever Received

New Hope Benefit (%)

Average Number of Months
That Users of a Benefit
Received That Benefit

Earnings supplement 78.0 9.0
Health insurance 47.6 8.7
Child care 27.9 11.5

Any of the above 79.2 10.8

Worked in CSJs 32.0 6.1

Sample size 678

In analyzing these figures, it may appear that New Hope's effect on participants' lives
was less profound than it could have been. However, that is not necessarily the case. First, it is
important to consider the program's effects on participants' behavior even if they did not receive
an earnings supplement or child care assistance in a particular month. If, for some reason, par-
ticipants failed to work 30 hours a week or were not "ready" for full-time work, New Hope still
offered them an incentive to continue pursuing full-time employment, an incentive that was
backed up by a CSJ when they needed it. If participants already had health insurance or child
care arrangements, the availability of a reliable backup might offer some peace of mind. Second,
New Hope's project reps met with most participants on a regular basis. These meetings, and what
they accomplished, are not reflected in the figures in Table 1, but the findings on social support
shown in Table 7 suggest that the one-on-one support from project reps meant a great deal to
participants. In fact, it may have been a key program component, setting New Hope apart from
other programs and benefits available to low-income workers.

Employment and Earnings

New Hope increased the work effort and earnings of those not already
working full time.

For the two-thirds of the sample not employed full time at random assignment, New
Hope provided a clear positive incentive to work and to work longer hours. The lower panel of
Table 2 shows that such an incentive can increase employment, especially when backed up with
CSJs for those who need them. In the two years of follow-up, New Hope reduced by half the
number of sample members who were never employed (from 13 percent for the control group to
less than 6 percent for program group members), and it increased the number of quarters that
these sample members were employed by 0.7 of a quarter and increased earnings by 13.2 percent
($1,389). Both of these effects are substantial, especially given the high level of work effort
among control group members. (Again, these data are for all sample members, including those
with no employment or earnings.)
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Not shown in the table is the extent to which CSJs contributed to these program effects.
Although it is not possible to know how program group members would have responded to New
Hope in the absence of CSJs, we do know that 32 percent worked in one and that CSJs contrib-
uted $945 to participants' average two-year earnings. This suggests that CSJs played an impor-
tant role in bringing about New Hope's impacts on employment and earnings.

New Hope did not change the rate of employment of those employed full
time at random assignment, and while it does appear to have reduced
earnings somewhat, this effect was not statistically significant.

As pointed out above, New Hope offered different incentives to those who were em-
ployed full time at random assignment and those who were not. One might expect those em-
ployed full time to reduce their work effort in response to the increase in disposable income ex-
perienced while in New Hope. On the other hand, imposing a 30-hour-a-week minimum on hours
worked would limit any such reductions, and other New Hope services and guarantees might
help these participants to stay employed full time throughout the follow-up period.

The upper panel of Table 2, showing impacts on employment and earnings for this group,
indicates that New Hope was moderately successful in preventing reductions in work effort
among those employed full time at random assignment. The very high levels of employment in
the control group make program-induced increases in employment very difficult to achieve. The
estimated impacts on two-year earnings are negative for this group, but this reduction is not sta-
tistically significant.' It appears that New Hope's supports may have slowed the growth in earn-
ings of participants who were employed full time when they entered the program.

New Hope somewhat reduced hours worked by those employed full time
at random assignment. It did so primarily by reducing the number of
weeks in which these participants worked more than 40 hours. There
were no statistically significant reductions in full-time work.

The upper panel of Table 3 shows impacts on hours worked and on other job characteris-
tics for those employed full time at random assignment. Aside from the program effects, it is
noteworthy how high the average levels of work effort were in this subgroup. Members of the
control group worked an average of almost 3,600 hours in the two years of follow-up, which
translates into a weekly average of 34.6 and includes any periods of unemployment or part-time
work. Thus, many control group members (and program group members) must have worked sub-
stantially more than 35 hours a week when they worked.

New Hope reduced hours worked by those employed full time at random assignment,
mostly in the first year of follow-up and mostly by limiting overtime (and second jobs). In the
first year of follow-up, program group members in this group worked 150 fewer hours than their
counterparts in the control group, a reduction of 8.1 percent.

'A "statistically significant" result is one that has less than a 10 percent probability of having occurred simply
by chance and not as a result of the program.
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Table 2

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Employment and Earnings

Outcome
Program

Group
Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Ever employed (%)
Year 1 97.2 94.7 2.5
Year 2 94.4 91.8 2.6
Both years 98.4 97.3 1.1

Never employed (%) 1.6 2.7 -1.1

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 3.5 3.4 0.1
Year 2 3.3 3.3 0.0
Both years 6.9 6.7 0.2

Earnings ($)
Year 1 10,227 10,480 -253
Year 2 10,662 11,550 -889
Both years 20,889 22,030 -1,142

Sample size 218 200

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Ever employed (%)
Year 1 87.8 77.9 9.9 ***

Year 2 83.3 76.7 6.6 ***
Both years 94.1 86.9 7.2 ***

Never employed (%) 5.9 13.1 -7.2 ***

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 2.8 2.3 0.5 ***
Year 2 2.7 2.5 0.2 **
Both years 5.5 4.8 0.7 ***

Earnings ($)
Year 1 5,295 4,380 916 ***
Year 2 6,602 6,129 473
Both years 11,898 10,509 1,389 **

Sample size 459 476

NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent,
and * = 10 percent.
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As expected, given New Hope's program rules, there was no reduction in the number of
people who worked at least 30 hours a week. There were also no statistically significant reduc-
tions in the number of people working at least 40 hours a week. However, program participants
were less likely to work more than 40 hours in an average week.

If one looks at job characteristics, it appears that the jobs held at follow-up by program
group members employed full time at random assignment might not have been as good as those
held by control group members. The average hourly wage at follow-up was 460 lower for pro-
gram group members than for control group members, an effect that may be related to the reduc-
tion in overtime, but may also reflect program group members working in CSJs (which pay only
minimum wage). In addition, control group members had more fringe benefits than program
group members, possibly a result of the fact that New Hope provided health insurance, reducing
participants' incentive to find a job that provided it.'

New Hope increased hours worked by those not employed full time at
random assignment. This effect is a combination of nonworkers becoming
employed and others increasing their hours to meet the 30-hour mini-
mum to receive benefits.

Program effects on hours worked among those not employed full time at random assign-
ment were substantial in both years of follow-up. Overall, hours of work were increased by 285,
or 12.1 percent (lower panel of Table 3). This was achieved by reducing the number of months
with no work from 9.2 to 7.9 and reducing the number of months with some, but fewer than 30,
weekly hours worked from 3.4 to 2.4. These effects represent a shift in the work patterns of these
sample members, brought on to some extent by participation in CSJs.

There were no statistically significant program effects on characteristics of the jobs held
by those not employed full time at random assignment.

Among those not employed full time at random assignment, the strongest
earnings effects were found for participants with only one of a number of
potential barriers to employment.

A further breakdown of the group that was not employed full time at random assignment
revealed a pattern of program impacts that depended on the number of potential employment bar-
riers that participants had, such as having limited work experience, having very young children,
or lacking an educational credential. New Hope program participants best able to translate pro-
gram benefits into sustained earnings increases came into the program with one potential barrier
to employment. The program made less of a difference for those with none of the potential bath-
ers or those who had two or more. This pattern of findings (not shown in tables) suggests limits
to the New Hope model, which may be less necessary for some participants and not strong
enough for others.

'It is possible that New Hope participants did not always fully understand the survey question asking them
about the availability of employer-provided health benefits. These participants may have had access to employer-
provided benefits, but may have chosen to use New Hope-provided health insurance instead. In that case, they may
have incorrectly indicated in the survey that they did not have employer-provided health benefits. This, in turn,
would have caused the reduction in employer-provided health insurance to appear larger than it was.
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Table 3

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Other Employment Outcomes

Outcome
Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Total hours worked
Year 1 1,712 1,862 -150 **

Year 2 1,706 1,744 -38
Both years 3,411 3,598 -187

Number of months with weekly
hours worked:

Below 30 5.7 5.4 0.4
Above 40 2.7 4.3 -1.6 **

Above 50 0.9 2.0 -1.0 **

Hourly wage of last job ($) 7.28 7.74 -0.46 **

Job benefits (%)
Paid sick days 43.9 42.8 1.1

Paid vacation 55.1 63.9 -8.8 *

Health plan/insurance 37.4 53.5 -16.1 ***

Pension 32.3 35.2 -2.9

Sample size 186 162

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Total hours worked
Year 1 1,221 1,069 152 **

Year 2 1,414 1,288 126 **

Both years 2,640 2,355 285 ***

Number of months with weekly
hours worked:

Below 30 10.3 12.6 -2.3 ***
Above 40 2.6 2.6 0.0
Above 50 1.1 1.0 0.1

Hourly wage of last job ($) 6.99 7.08 -0.09

Job benefits (%)
Paid sick days 29.3 24.9 4.4
Paid vacation 39.1 33.9 5.2
Health plan/insurance 32.4 27.3 5.1

Pension 20.2 17.3 2.9

Sample size 365 366

NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * =
10 percent.
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News ope's effects on employment and earnings showed similar patterns
across a wide range of subgroups and did not vary between the two target
areas served by the program.

In addition to the subgroups defined by employment status at random assignment, pro-
gram effects were examined for people varying in family status, gender, ethnicity, welfare receipt
at random assignment, and target area. None of these analyses showed significant variation in
impacts. This implies that New Hope's effects were widespread and not limited to a single group
or target area. (These analyses are not shown in tables.)

Welfare Receipt, Income, and Material Well-Being

Overall, New Hope participants did not receive fewer AFDC and Food
Stamp benefits than their counterparts in the control group. However, in
the second year of follow-up those employed full time at random assign-
ment experienced larger reductions in their receipt of public assistance
than control group members.

New Hope was not designed or operated as a "welfare-to-work" program, although it was
billed as an alternative to welfare for working poor families; that is, the program did not empha-
size typical welfare-to-work services, such as job club and job training. Although program de-
signers expected to find indirect effects on welfare receipt by increasing sample members' earn-
ings or income, pursuit of such effects was not part of the original program design. New Hope
program group members who were receiving welfare continued to be subject to any mandates
imposed by the welfare department, such as those in the Pay for Performance program.

One might expect to see reductions in the receipt of AFDC and Food Stamps as a conse-
quence of the increases in earnings discussed above. However, this pattern of impacts was not
found. Both program and control group members received substantially reduced public assistance
during the follow-up period. But rather than further reducing welfare receipt among those not
employed full time at random assignment (the group experiencing impacts on earnings), the pro-
gram accelerated transitions from welfare for those who were employed full time, and only dur-
ing the second year of follow-up. Table 4 shows that in the second year those employed full time
at random assignment received $445 less in AFDC benefits (a reduction of 37.7 percent) and
$274 less in Food Stamps (a reduction of 23.5 percent).

Thus, rather than reducing welfare receipt through increased employment, it seems that
New Hope effected such reductions by offering those who were close to leaving welfare anyway
alternative sources of support. In other words, to some extent New Hope's supplements and in-
kind benefits replaced welfare and Food Stamps for these families.
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Table 4

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Receipt of AFDC and Food Stamps

Outcome
Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Number of months receiving AFDC
Year 1 3.3 3.4 -0.1
Year 2 1.9 2.6 -0.8 **
Both years 5.2 6.0 -0.9

Amount of AFDC received ($)
Year 1 1,341 1,396 -56
Year 2 736 1,181 -445 **
Both years 2,077 2,578 -501

Number of months receiving
Food Stamps

Year 1 5.0 5.3 -0.3
Year 2 3.5 4.5 -1.0 **
Both years 8.5 9.8 -1.3 *

Amount of Food Stamps received ($)
Year 1 1,238 1,305 -67
Year 2 893 1,167 -274 **
Both years 2,131 2,473 -341

Sample size 218 200

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Number of months receiving AFDC
Year 1 5.9 5.9 0.0
Year 2 3.9 3.6 0.3
Both years 9.8 9.5 0.3

Amount of AFDC received ($)
Year 1 2,951 2,962 -11
Year 2 1,716 1,690 26
Both years 4,668 4,652 15

Number of months receiving
Food Stamps

Year 1 7.4 7.5 -0.1
Year 2 5.6 5.2 0.4
Both years 13.0 12.7 0.3

Amount of Food Stamps received ($)
Year 1 1,827 1,837 -10
Year 2 1,418 1,242 176 **
Both years 3,245 3,079 167

Sample size 459 476

NOTE: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and
= 10 percent.
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One might have expected to see reductions in welfare receipt tied to increased work effort
for those not employed full time at random assignment, but no such reductions materialized. (In
fact, New Hope increased the amount of Food Stamps received by this subgroup in the second
year of follow-up, a program effect that is difficult to explain.) The lack of reduction in welfare
receipt in this group may be due to changes in welfare rules that would have delayed or pre-
vented such reductions for example, increased earnings disregards, which allow people to earn
more without having their welfare grant reduced. On the other hand, all participants and control
group members volunteered to enroll in New Hope, expressing their ability and willingness to
work full time. This means that many would have left welfare anyway, limiting New Hope's ef-

fects on this outcome.

New Hope caused a modest increase in sample members' income, an ef-
fect that was concentrated among those not employed full time at random
assignment.

One of New Hope's primary goals was to increase the income of low-wage workers and
to reduce poverty among them. Table 5 documents the extent to which the program met this goal,
focusing on two-year cash income and Food Stamps for the full sample and the two employment
subgroups. The table shows that by increasing and supplementing earnings, New Hope increased
both "earnings-related income" (income directly tied to one's earnings) and total income. How-
ever, these effects were modest for the full sample, representing increases of $1,718 and $1,611
for earnings-related income and total income, respectively. This represents 10.8 and 7.1 percent
of the income available to these participants in the absence of New Hope (as captured by the
control group).

The subgroup breakdown shows that all of this effect is concentrated among those not
employed full time at random assignment, for whom there was a more substantial increase in to-
tal income of $2,645 (11.8 percent), mostly resulting from an increase of $2,450 in earnings-
related income (20.3 percent). No such effects were found for those working full time at random
assignment, who actually lost some income in the second year owing to the aforementioned re-

ductions in receipt of AFDC and Food Stamps.

By supplementing earnings, New Hope increased the number of sample
members whose employment yielded enough income to lift their family
out of poverty.

Another way to look at New Hope's effects on income is to focus on sample members'
ability to rise above the poverty line using only their own earnings and benefits directly con-
nected to their work (EIC and New Hope earnings supplements). Ultimately, this outcome best
captures New Hope's underlying philosophy: making work pay so that full-time workers would
not be poor. Table 6 summarizes the program's effects on this poverty measure for the two em-
ployment subgroups. For the program group as a whole (not shown in the table), New Hope in-
creased the number of participants whose earnings-related income was above the federal poverty
line for their family by 5.6 percentage points in year 1 and by 7.8 percentage points in year 2.
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Table 5

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Income from Selected Sources

Outcome
Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

In year 1, income from ($)

Full Sample

Earnings 6,833 6,250 583 **
EIC benefits 893 881 12
Earnings supplement 483 0 484 n/a

Earnings-related incomea 8,210 7,130 1,080 ***
AFDC 2,450 2,482 -32
Food Stamps 1,643 1,674 -31
All of the above 12,303 11,287 1,016 ***

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 7,862 7,799 63
EIC benefits 1,170 1,022 149 **
Earnings supplement 425 0 425 n/a

Earnings-related incomea 9,457 8,818 639 *
AFDC 1,427 1,519 -92
Food Stamps 1,262 1,213 49
All of the above 12,145 11,551 595

Sample size 677 676

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In year 1, income from ($)
Earnings 10,227 10,480 -253
EIC benefits 1,312 1,369 -57
Earnings supplement 630 0 630 n/a

Earnings- related incomea 12,169 11,859 310
AFDC 1,341 1,396 -56
Food Stamps 1,238 1,305 -67
All of the above 14,748 14,561 187

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 10,662 11,550 -889
EIC benefits 1,358 1,390 -32
Earnings supplement 496 0 496 n/a

Earnings-related incomea 12,516 12,946 -429
AFDC 736 1,181 -445 **
Food Stamps 893 1,167 -274 **
All of the above 14,146 15,294 -1,148 *

Sample size 218 200
(continued)
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Table 5 (continued)

Outcome

Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In year 1, income from ($)
Earnings 5,295 4,380 916 ***

EIC benefits 699 671 28

Earnings supplement 418 0 418 n/a

Earnings-related incomea 6,412 5,044 1,368 ***

AFDC 2,951 2,962 -11

Food Stamps 1,827 1,837 -10

All of the above 11,190 9,843 1,347 ***

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 6,602 6,129 473

EIC benefits 1,081 862 219 ***

Earnings supplement 396 0 396 n/a

Earnings-related incomea 8,079 6,984 1,095 **

AFDC 1,716 1,690 26

Food Stamps 1,418 1,242 176 **

All of the above 11,213 9,915 1,298 ***

Sample size 459 476

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and *

= 10 percent.
N/a = not applicable.

aThis measure combines earnings, EIC, and the New Hope earnings supplement.

Nevertheless, most program participants were unable to "work their way out of poverty" using

only the regular earnings and CSJ wages of a single worker, even after New Hope supplements

and EIC were included. The impacts on poverty status did not vary significantly across the two

subgroups defined by employment status at random assignment.

New Hope reduced material hardship, partly by increasing participants'
incomes, but more importantly by providing participants' households
with health insurance and subsidized child care.

The effects on income and poverty presented thus far fail to consider the contributions

made by the program in providing health insurance, child care subsidies, and support by project

staff. As discussed in an earlier section, New Hope spent more money on health insurance and

child care than on earnings supplements and CSJ wages. Having access to these benefits and be-

ing able to afford them can greatly add to the material well-being of low-income households. The

New Hope survey measured impacts on material well-being by asking respondents about a num-

ber of different material hardships that commonly affect low-income households, including un-
met medical and dental needs, periods without health insurance, housing problems, and utility

shutoffs. Program effects on these outcomes are shown in Table 6.
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Table 6

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on the Relationship of Earnings-Related Income
to the Federal Poverty Standard

Outcome
Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Earnings-related income above
the poverty standard (%)

Year 1 46.7 41.5 5.2
Year 2 50.7 43.8 6.9

During follow-up, reported any: (%)
Unmet medical needs 15.1 14.2 0.9
Unmet dental needs 19.9 19.7 0.2
Periods without health
insurance 46.8 55.2 -8.5
Overcrowding 12.4 16.7 -4.3
Utility shutoffs 35.6 34.3 1.3
Other housing problems 43.5 37.1 6.4

Number of times answered
"yes" to any of the above 1.7 1.8 0.0

Sample size 187 162

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Earnings-related income above
the poverty standard (%)

Year 1 16.3 10.7 5.6 **
Year 2 26.9 18.6 8.2 ***

During follow-up, reported any: (%)
Unmet medical needs 17.0 22.6 -5.6 *
Unmet dental needs 26.7 33.6 -6.8 **
Periods without health
insurance 49.3 60.5 -11.3 ***
Overcrowding 13.8 15.2 -1.4
Utility shutoffs 41.9 43.0 -1.1
Other housing problems 46.0 49.7 -3.7

Number of times answered
"yes" to any of the above 1.9 2.2 -0.3 ***

Sample size 365 369

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and
* = 10 percent.

Earnings-related income combines earnings, EIC, and the New Hope earnings
supplement.
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The table shows that New Hope did not produce improvements in all of these areas, but
significantly reduced material hardships associated with lack of health insurance. Those effects
were stronger for those not employed full time at random assignment, although differences
across subgroups were not statistically significant.

Also, analyses of survey data found that program group members spent significantly less
of their own funds on child care than control group members, despite the fact that they were
more likely to use center-based care, which tends to be more expensive. (Impacts on child care
use are discussed in more detail in a later section of this Executive Summary.)

Stress, Worries, and Emotional Well-Being

New Hope reduced stress and worries reported by participants, but it in-
creased time pressure in the lives of those who worked more in response
to the program's incentive. The program also increased the social support
available to participants. However, New Hope did not improve partici-
pants' feelings of depression, mastery, or self-esteem.

To gauge the less tangible benefits. of New Hope, the survey asked sample members
about issues like stress, financial worries, satisfaction with their standard of living, and social
support. Sample members who were part of the Child and Family Study (CFS) were also asked
about depression, mastery, self-esteem, feelings of agency, and time pressure. An analysis of the
program's effects on these outcomes showed an interesting pattern, summarized in Table 7.

First,' sample members in the CFS reported large and significant increases in social sup-
port as a result of their participation in New Hope, probably because the program provided valu-
able advice, assistance, and emotional support. This effect was strong for both employment sub-
groups and identifies an aspect of the program that has not yet been discussed extensively,
namely, the role of project reps. The frequent interaction of these program staff members with
New Hope participants can almost be considered a fifth program component (in addition to the
earnings supplements, CSJs, health insurance, and child care subsidies), which may have had its
own effects on sample members' well-being. These services were especially valuable to partici-
pants who were employed full time at random assignment and were less likely to find case man-
agement in other venues).

Overall, New Hope program group members reported being less stressed than control
group members (effects for the full sample, not shown in Table 7, were statistically significant).
Reasons for the reduction in stress may include, for example, greater financial security, less
overtime work, and fewer child care hassles. Among those not employed full time at random as-
signment, New Hope also reduced a number of specific worries. These program group members
were less worried about their medical care, about being able to afford housing, and about their
financial situation in general.

4
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Table 7

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Emotional Well-Being

Outcome
Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Stressed much or all
of the time (%) 42.5 49.2 -6.8
Worried "quite a bit" or
"a great deal" about (%)

Bills 50.9 51.1 -0.2
Job security 30.6 33.6 -2.9
Medical care 39.2 41.0 -1.8
Paying for food 27.9 27.6 0.3
Affordable housing 30.1 34.3 -4.2
General financial health 51.4 55.2 -3.7

Sample size 187 162

Satisfied or very satisfied
with standard of living (%) 70.6 74.4 -3.8
CES-Depression Scale 15.1 16.3 -1.2
Pear lin Mastery Scale 3.1 3.2 0.0
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 17.7 17.5 0.2
State Hope Scale 3.0 2.9 0.2 **
Parent Time Pressure Scale 3.9 3.7 0.1
How happy with progress

toward goals 2.1 2.3 -0.2
Social SUpport (%)

Received practical advice/assistance 31.0. 11.1 19.8 ***
Received emotional support/counseling 34.1 12.4 21.7 ***

Sample size a 95 87

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Stressed much or all
of the time (%) 44.6 49.6 -5.0
Worried "quite a bit" or
"a great deal" about (%)

Bills 53.3 54.8 -1.5
Job security 40.7 44.6 -3.9
Medical care 41.7 50.8 -9.2 **
Paying for food 29.9 32.8 -2.8
Affordable housing 34.2 40.5 -6.3 *
General financial health 57.7 65.1 -7.4 **

Sample size 365 369
(continued)
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Table 7 (continued)

Outcome

Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference

Satisfied or very satisfied
with standard of living (%) 64.6 66.7 -2.1

CES-Depression Scale 17.8 17.1 0.7

Pear lin Mastery Scale 3.1 3.1 0.0

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 17.5 17.4 0.1

State Hope Scale 2.9 2.9 0.0

Parent Time Pressure Scale 3.8 3.6 0.2 **

How happy with progress
toward goals 2.3 2.3 0.0

Social Support (%)
Received practical advice/assistance 29.1 22.5 6.5

Received emotional support/counseling 32.1 19.6 12.5 ***

Sample size a 194 214

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and

* = 10 percent.
These scales are sets of questions developed to assess particular personal and social

characteristics. The CES-D measure assesses parent's experience of depression; the

Pearlin Mastery Scale assesses a person's sense of control; the Rosenberg Self-Esteem

Scale assesses a person's level of self-esteem; the State Hope Scale assesses a person's

belief in her ability to achieve goals; the Parent Time Pressure Scale consists of two

questions regarding whether a person had too little or too much time; and social support

Consists of two questions regarding whether or not a person ever received practical advice

or assistance and emotional support/counseling from staff in any program. See Appendix I

in the full report for a more detailed explanation of these scales.

aData from the measures to which this sample size applies are for the Child and

Family Study (CFS) sample only. (Most of these measures were only available for this

sample).

Among CFS parents, effects were found on their feelings of agency (measured with the
Hope Scale), capturing their sense that they could achieve their goals, but these positive so-
cioemotional effects were accompanied by an increase in time pressure, especially for those not

employed full time at random assignment.'

The evaluation did not find significant program effects for CFS parents on more stable,
personal dispositions such as depression, mastery, and self-esteem.

9The latter two effects were measured only for the CFS sample.
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Impacts on Parent-Child Relations and Child Care Use

For parents employed full time at random assignment, New Hope moder-
ately increased parental warmth and monitoring of children's activities.

The Child and Family Study (CFS) component of the New Hope evaluation measured
family dynamics and the interaction between parents and children using the participant survey
and surveys administered to children. (See Table 8.) It was expected that changes in parental em-
ployment, material resources, and emotional well-being would play themselves out in the rela-
tionships between parents and children and in the home environments in which children grow up.
Boys in New Hope families perceived relationships with their parents to be more positive (not
shown in a table).' Parents in New Hope who were employed full time at random assignment
expressed more feelings of warmth to their children and monitored their activities more. These
positive effects on parents' behavior suggest that New Hope modestly improved the lives of
these families, perhaps by allowing parents to cut back their work hours without significantly
reducing their earnings-related income.

Those not employed full time at random assignment did not experience similar effects on
parenting, which may reflect increased demands and time pressure for these parents that could
offset positive effects from increased resources and employment.

Through its provision of child care subsidies and its effects on parental
employment, New Hope substantially increased children's exposure to
formal child care, after-school care, and other organized activities.

The provision of child care subsidies coupled with increases in parents' employment were
expected to increase the use of child care and.to allow parents to select the care they preferred.
As parents consolidated their employment, many used New Hope to provide formal center-based
and school-based child care for their preschool and school-age children. Although the program
effect was significant for the full sample (not shown in a table), there was a somewhat stronger
effect on use of center-based care during the preschool and early school years for girls and on use
of school-based extended day care for school-age boys (see Table 9).

The New Hope subsidy could be used for licensed home-based child care, but there was
no effect of the program on using this type of care. There was some tendency for program group
members to use les§ home-based child care (licensed or unlicensed) than control group members;
program group boys were less likely to be cared for by someone outside the household, and pro-
gram group girls received less care by household members.

'All of these findings are based on scales used in the two-year follow-up survey. Because it is difficult to gauge
the size of effects on such scales, researchers like to express them in terms of "effect sizes," which correspond to the
effect divided by the standard deviation of the outcome. In those terms, New Hope increased reported warmth and
observed warmth by .27 and .22 standard deviations and caused an effect of .31 of a standard deviation on parental
monitoring. All of these effects are considered moderately large compared with effects in other intervention studies.
For more details, see Chapter 6 of the full report.
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Table 8

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Parenting and Parent-Child Relationships
for the Child and Family Study (CFS) Sample

Outcome

Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

CFS, Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Parenting
Reported warmth 4.7 4.4

Observed warmth 2.1 2.0

Controla 2.7 2.8

Monitoringb 3.7 3.6

Cognitive stimulation 24.2 23.2

Sample size 148 122

0.3 *

0.2

-0.1

0.1 **

1.0

Child's perception of parent-child relations

Perceived positive quality 4.6 4.4 0.1

Perceived negative quality 2.5 2.6 -0.1

Sample size 77 74

CFS, Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Parenting
Reported warmth 4.5 4.5 0.0

Observed warmth 2.0 2.0 0.0

Controla 2.8 2.9 -0.1

Monitoringb 3.6 3.7 -0.1

Cognitive stimulation 24.1 24.1 0.0

Sample size 290 334

Child's perception of parent-child relations

Perceived positive quality 4.5 4.4 0.1

Perceived negative quality 2.6 2.6 0.0

Sample size 168 194

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent,

and * = 10 percent.
'Parental control is a measure of the consistency and effectiveness of parents'

disciplinary strategies.
bParental monitoring is a measure of parents' familiarity with their children's friends

and whereabouts.
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Table 9

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Child Care Outcomes for Children in the
Child and Family Study (CFS) Sample, by Child's Gender

Outcome
Program

Group
Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Boys

Since random assignment,
children who were ever in: (%)

Formal care 59.7 52.3 7.4 *
Head Start 21.0 19.7 1.3,
Center-based care 36.8 31.9 4.9
School-based extended day care 15.5 7.2 8.3 ***
Any other program 4.2 8.5 4.3 *

Home-based carea 62.9 66.3 -3.3
Care by non-household member 18.1 25.0 -6.9 *
Care by household member, not primary caregiver 50.4 55.5 -5.1

Sample size 241 232

Girls

Since random assignment,
children who were ever in: (%)

Formal care 57.2 44.7 12.5 ***
Head Start 13.3 17.2 -3.9
Center-based care 39.4 25.8 13.6 ***
School-based extended day care 10.0 6.8 3.2
Any other program 4.3 7.3 -3.0

Home-based carea 63.7 70.3 -6.7
Care by non-household member 21.3 21.4 0.0
Care by household member, not primary caregiver 52.7 60.4 -7.7

Sample size 197 235

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10
percent.

al-Tome-based care includes both regulated and unregulated care in residential settings.

In addition, 9-to-12-year-old children whose parents were New Hope participants were
more likely to engage in structured out-of-school activities (such as lessons, organized sports,
religious classes, clubs and youth groups, and recreation centers). They also watched more TV on
weekends (not shown in a table).
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Impacts on Child Outcomes

Teachers reported that boys whose parents were in New Hope had better
academic performance, stronger study skills, higher levels of social com-
petence, and fewer behavior problems than control group boys.

The Child and Family Study (CFS) component of the New Hope evaluation included a

survey of teachers of children who were in school. New Hope had large effects on the behavior

and school performance of boys. Using standardized scales, teachers rated their students' aca-

demic performance, classroom skills (for example, ability to work independently and to make

transitions), positive behavior (for example, social competence), and behavior problems (for ex-

ample, agression). The teachers, who were unaware of the program or control group status of
their students' families, rated boys whose parents were in New Hope significantly higher than

control group boys on school performance, classroom skills, and positive behavior and signifi-

cantly lower on behavior problems (see Table 10)." No effects occurred for girls, but girls in

both research groups scored better than boys on the above measures, possibly indicating less

need for improvement.

For families in which parents were not employed full time at random assignment, these

effects on school outcomes were reflected in two measures of school progress: Children in New

Hope families were less likely to be receiving educational services or to have been retained in a

grade than control group children.

Boys whose parents were in New Hope reported higher educational ex-
pectations and higher occupational aspirations and expectations, imply-
ing that the program affected their ambitions for future study and ca-
reers.

The New Hope survey asked children about their educational and occupational aspira-

tions. It was hypothesized that New Hope might change children's feelings in this regard, fol-

lowing its effects on their parents' employment and the children's own increased participation in

child care and after-school programs. Again, substantial impacts were found, but they were lim-

ited to boys. Boys whose parents were in New Hope expected to attend and finish college in

greater numbers and were more likely to aspire to professional and managerial occupations with

high social prestige than boys in the control group.

"Expressed in effect sizes, the effects on academic performance, classroom skills, positive behavior, and be-

havior problems were .33, .38, .50, and -.48 of a standard deviation, respectively. All of these effects are considered

large compared with effects in other intervention studies.
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Table 10

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Education, by Child's Gender

Outcome
Program

Group
Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Boys

School achievements (%)
Teacher report

Social Skills Rating System
Academic Subscale 3.3 2.9 0.3 **

Classroom skills
Total skills 3.7 3.3 0.4 **

Social behaviorb (%)
Teacher report

Total positive behavior 3.6 3.3 0.3 ***
Total behavior problems 2.3 2.6 -0.3 ***

Sample size 113 96

Educational expectations (ages 9-12) (%)
Child report

Expects to finish high school 4.6 4.3 0.2
Expects to attend college 4.3 3.7 0.6 **
Expects to finish college 4.1 3.5 0.6 **

Sample size 76 61

Occupational expectationse (ages 6-12) (%)
Child report

Expectations 58.3 54.1 4.2 *

Sample size 108 113

Girls

School achievements (%)
Teacher report

Social Skills Rating System
Academic Subscale 3.4 3.3 0.1

Classroom skills
Total skills 4.1 4.1 0.0

Social behaviorb (%)
Teacher report

Total positive behavior 3.8 3.7 0.0
Total behavior problems 2.2 2.1 0.1

Sample size 89 121

(continued)

4.9
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Table 10 (continued)

Outcome

Program
Group

Control
Group

Difference
(Impact)

Educational expectations (ages 9-12) (%)
Child report

Expects to finish high school 4.1 4.3 -0.2

Expects to attend college 4.0 4.2 -0.1

Expects to finish college 3.9 3.9 0.0

Sample size 75 75

Occupational expectationsc (ages 6-12) (%)

Child report
Expectations 57.2 56.4 0.8

Sample size 100 127

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and *

= 10 percent.

aThe Academic Subscale asked teachers to rate a child's performance in comparison to
others on academic skills such as math, reading, and oral communication. In addition,

teachers rated classroom skills based on a child's ability to work independently and conform to

rules and routines.

bPositive behavior was measured by questions assessing a child's self-control, social
competency, and autonomy. Behavior problems were measured by questions assessing a

child's aggression, lack of control, social withdrawal, and how often a child needed to be

disciplined for misbehavior.

`Children were asked what job they thought they would have and responses were coded

for occupational prestige.

Two-Year Costs of New Hope

Over two years, New Hope cost about $7,200 per participant.

It is too soon to write any final assessment of New Hope's costs and benefits. Two years
of costs had been incurred, but the ultimate benefits for families (in terms of employment, in-
come, and poverty) and children (in terms of general well-being and school performance) are not
known. Beyond this, the New Hope vision is not easily summarized in any traditional benefit-
cost framework, since many of its key goals and achievements cannot be captured in dollar
terms. New Hope sought to reduce poverty, improve family functioning, and improve the well-

being of children.

With this caveat, the results to date do provide some information on cost effectiveness.
Through two years, it cost, on average, approximately $9,000 per participant to provide the New
Hope package of services and benefits. Offsetting reductions in public assistance and the value of
the work produced in CSJs reduce the costs to about $7,200 per participant. In return, New Hope
produced clear impacts on children, moved families out of poverty, and provided participants
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with about $4,600 in cash or in-kind benefits. Future reports will show the extent to which these
total benefits cumulate over time.

Policy Implications

The New Hope program represents a useful tool for improving the ability
of people to earn their way out of poverty. As with any single approach
based on employment, however, it is not a panacea.

It is unlikely that any effort to reduce poverty through employment could succeed for all
participants, even with bolder incentives. To the degree that policymakers hold antipoverty goals,
they will need to consider both employment-based solutions and other means to transfer income.

It is insufficient to focus solely on work effort and earnings when evalu-
ating employment-related approaches to reducing poverty. The kinds of
positive, nonmonetary effects for families and children New Hope
achieved are important to many policymakers and the public at large.

While the public wants all low-income adults who are able to work to do so, it also hopes
that policies and programs will help (or at least not harm) the well-being of families and children.
New Hope demonstrates that packages like the one it offered can affect families and children in
positive ways. This is encouraging and underscores the need to assess such outcomes as part of
the evaluation of such efforts.

Subsidized community service employment appears to play a central role
in a package of incentives and supports like New Hope's.

New Hope had strong employment effects for those not employed full time at random as-
signment, effects at least partly accounted for by the CSJs provided by New Hope. However, it is
unlikely that providing full-time employment without making sure that it benefits participants
financially will produce sustained employment effects. More important, these findings suggest
that it is possible to operate a system of subsidized employment, providing real wage-paying
jobs, and have people progress into regular employment as these jobs end. There is little evi-
dence that the availability of CSJs enticed workers to leave regular jobs to take subsidized em-
ployment instead. However, this may happen and policymakers who are considering a CSJ-like
program should develop safeguards and disincentives to reduce its occurrence.

Policymakers who want to increase the material and emotional well-being
of low-income families should focus at least some of their efforts on pro-
viding health insurance, improving child care resources, and offering a
user-friendly support system.

Some of New Hope's strongest impacts were only tangentially related to participants'
employment or cash income, centering on the other services provided through the program. New
Hope's provision of health insurance and child care subsidies significantly reduced material
hardship and worries, may have reduced stress, and may have improved both family relations and
child outcomes. In the provision of child care assistance, it appears important to provide immedi-
ate and seamless access to these benefits. This means anticipating and addressing the communi-
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cation difficulties that can occur between parents, child care providers, and the program. New

Hope developed a functional system to manage this process.

One possible drawback of providing health insurance to low-income workers is that it

dissuades them from looking for a job that provides these benefits. The evaluation found some

evidence along these lines, and such an effect could have adverse long-term consequences.

Finally, a key contribution of New Hope to the lives of its participants was the provision

of "social support." Project reps were not only eligibility workers, but also provided advice and

emotional support that was highly valued by participants. Although it is difficult to prove, the

value of New Hope's subsidies and services was likely enhanced by the way in which they were

delivered.

Policies that encourage parents with low incomes to be employed full

time, while allowing some reduction in second jobs and overtime, may
represent an optimal strategy.

By increasing the hours worked by some parents and reducing overtime for others, New

Hope enabled its participants to find a more sustainable balance between work and family life.

This effect translated into important noneconomic benefits for these families, suggesting that

work-based programs should not focus on increasing employment and earnings at all cost.

Policymakers interested in improving the well-being of children in low-
income families should ensure that child care is actually provided and
that out-of-school activities for preschool and school-age children are
readily available.

New Hope produced substantial positive impacts on the behavior and classroom skills of

boys, which held up across different age groups and were consistent across different measures.

This is encouraging, because academic failure and problem behavior are predictors of later

school failure, dropping out, and delinquency. These risks are high for boys in low-income fami-

lies and promising policy alternatives to improve child outcomes are scarce. Although at this

point it is not clear which features of New Hope affected the outcomes of these children, formal

child care and structured out-of-school activities are strong candidates. Family dynamics and

changes in income may also have contributed.

Policymakers interested in employment-based approaches to reducing
poverty should consider the strengths and limits of having broad eligibil-
ity rules, rather than limiting interventions to particular groups of low-
income adults. In New Hope, such rules led to positive economic a i d
nonmonetary effects for many groups. However, such a policy of inclu-
sion appears to increase the cost of the program.

One of New Hope's accomplishments was its ability to reach out to a wide variety of

people with low incomes in the target areas it served, including underserved groups such as men,

families without children, and working poor families without a welfare history. All of these

groups used some parts of the New Hope offer, even though some groups experienced more pro-

found effects on their circumstances and well-being than others.
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A major benefit of targeting a program like New Hope to welfare recipients or people
with limited work experience is that those groups are more likely to respond to the program by
increasing their employment and earnings. Such an employment effect benefits society, offset-
ting some of the cost of providing program services. The lack of positive employment effects
among those already working full time makes it more likely that the program will operate at a net
financial loss for these individuals, especially if they reduce their hours of work as happened in
New Hope. Thus, policymakers face a trade-off. They can operate a program of work supports
that is narrowly targeted at those least likely to seek employment on their own or they can choose
to extend those services to the larger population of low-income working families. The former is
likely to be less costly, but the latter may generate additional nonmonetary benefits that are val-
ued by society.

Other states and localities should consider testing policies like those New
Hope implemented. Such a program might have bigger effects in a differ-
ent context: a weaker labor market, a less employment-driven public as-
sistance system, or a low-income population with less work experience.

In some ways, this evaluation is a conservative test of New Hope. The job market was
healthy, the welfare system was being restructured, and the state and federal EIC programs were
expanding, making work an increasingly attractive alternative for low-income residents of Mil-
waukee. Adding New Hope to this picture further enhanced this climate of promoting and sup-
porting work, producing the program effects detailed in this report. However, had New Hope
been implemented in a less favorable environment, its effects might have been more substantial.
This report chronicles the potential of a new approach to helping low-income families succeed in
the world of work. This approach deserves to be put to the test in a wider range of local environ-
ments and economic settings.
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Chapter 1

The New Hope Project and Evaluation

As a result of intensified efforts in the United States and other Western nations to find

employment-based strategies for helping the poor,' states and other localities in this country are

rapidly changing their various employment and public assistance policies.' These changes, sup-

ported by the current consensus that work is at the root of any politically viable solution to pov-
erty, have sometimes led to efforts that appear internally inconsistent, poorly documented, and
weakly implemented. Fortunately, the New Hope Project has proved an exception to this char-

acterization.

The New Hope Project, which was designed and implemented in Milwaukee, Wisconsin,

offers an innovative and comprehensive approach to reduce poverty, reform welfare, and address
the economic self-sufficiency of poor people who can work. New Hope consists of four compo-

nents: job assistance, including referral to a wage-paying community service job when necessary;

an earnings supplement to raise low-wage workers' earned income above the poverty line; subsi-

dized health insurance; and subsidized child care. Certain principles underlie the program: that
people who are willing to work full time should have the opportunity to do so, that people who
work full time should not be poor, that people should have an incentive to increase their earnings,

and that regular employment should be financially more rewarding than subsidized employment

or other forms of public assistance.

New Hope operates outside the public assistance systems, though it is designed to be rep-
licable as government policy. It is funded by a consortium of local, state, and national founda-
tions and other organizations interested in work-based antipoverty policy, as well as the State of

Wisconsin and the federal government.' Designed and operated by a community-based nonprofit
organization, it also provides insights into the role that nongovernmental agencies can play in

income support.

New Hope's designers recognize that there are various theories about why approximately

11 percent of the U.S. population of working-age adults do not have income above the poverty
level.' Some focus on structural barriers such as too few jobs, seasonal economies, low wages,

and the lack of affordable child care; others emphasize individual barriers such as the lack of job
skills or personal motivation. New Hope addresses both kinds of barriers, the assumption being
that if structural problems are first corrected, more people will work, and then the individual bar-
riers of those who do not work can be addressed.

'Examples of efforts being tried in other countries include Canada's Self-Sufficiency Project (see Mijanovich

and Long, 1995) and Great Britain's Labor government's emphasis on moving beneficiaries from welfare to work

(see U.K. Department of Social Security, 1998).
'Employment policies include those setting the minimum wage and state and federal Earned Income Credits.

Public assistance policies refer primarily to those governing Food Stamps, Medicaid, Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF), and General Assistance (GA).

'See Appendix A for a list of organizations funding the New Hope Project.
'Calculations based on population data from the U.S. Bureau of the Census and poverty data from Dalaker and

Naifeh, 1998.
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The New Hope Project is designed to provide information to policymakers on the imple-
mentation, effectiveness, and costs of the New Hope program. Is this a workable program model?
Does it succeed in boosting employment, raising earned income, increasing economic security,
reducing poverty, and lowering use of public assistance? If program participants have children,
does the program affect family functioning and the lives of the children? Is the program a good
investment for taxpayers, including program participants? To answer these and other policy
questions, the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) is conducting an
evaluation of the program under contract with New Hope Inc., the nonprofit organization running
the project. This report, the fifth publication to come out of the study, documents the program's
effects and costs two years after participants enrolled.'

This chapter introduces the New Hope program and its objectives. It also describes the
research design, activities, and data sources used to assess the degree to which the program is
achieving its expectations at 24 months. Because the effects of any program are shaped by its
context, the chapter briefly describes that context and how it is changing during the time of this
study. Finally, the chapter describes the model that guides the evaluation and provides the struc-
ture for this report.

I. Program Description

The New Hope Project enrolled 1,362 low-income adults drawn from two inner-city areas
in Milwaukee.' Half of the enrollees were randomly assigned to a program group that could receive
New Hope benefits and services; the other half were assigned to a control group that could not.'
New Hope broadly targeted poor people who can work. The program had only four eligibility re-
quirements: that applicants live in one of the two targeted service areas, be age 18 or over, be will-
ing and able to work at least 30 hours per week,' and have a household income at or below 150 per-
cent of the federally defined poverty level.' New Hope enrolled individuals who were employed or
unemployed, on welfare or not on welfare, married or unmarried, and living with or without chil-

'Readers primarily interested in New Hope's history, designs, and operations should refer to the comprehensive
report on those issues: Creating New Hope: Implementation of a Program to Reduce Poverty and Reform Welfare
(Brock et al., 1997). Prior publications also include The New Hope Offer: Participants in the New Hope Demon-
stration Discuss Work, Family, and Self-Sufficiency (Benoit, 1996); Who Got New Hope? (Wiseman, 1997); and An
Early Look at Community Service Jobs in the New Hope Demonstration (Poglinco, Brash, and Granger, 1998).

'This section draws heavily on Brock et al., 1997. The research sample comprises 1,357 adults; 1,362 persons
were enrolled, but five were subsequently dropped from the analysis owing to missing background information
forms (BIFs).

'The experiences and outcomes of the control group members represent what would have happened to the pro-
gram group members without New Hope. This benchmark is referred to as the "counterfactual" in research termi-
nology.

'Several factors led to the decision by New Hope staff to define full-time work as 30 hours or more per week:
during the pilot, staff discovered that employers did not consistently offer 35 hours or more; 30 hours was a com-
mon threshold used by employers in deciding who received certain benefits; and the 30-hour requirement provided
the flexibility necessary to allow for occasional work absences that would have disqualified individuals for New
Hope benefits if full time equaled 35 hours or more.

'Most enrollees came into the research sample during 1995, when the federal poverty level was $12,278 for a
three-person household (one adult and two children) and $7,929 for a one-person household. In 1998, the poverty
level was $13,133 for a three-person household and $8,480 for a one-person household.

-2-
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dren. Participation in the program was voluntary. The major benefits and services New Hope of-

fered were as follows:

Job access: Participants who were unemployed or who wanted to change jobs
received individualized job search assistance. If participants could not find work

in the regular job market after an eight-week job search, New Hope offered them

the opportunity to apply for a community service job (CSJ) in a nonprofit or-
ganization. These opportunities were also offered to participants who were be-

tween jobs or who were employed but not working the 30-hour minimum. The
CSJs paid minimum wage and might be either full time or part time. CSJ wages
and employment qualified a participant for the federal and Wisconsin Earned In-

come Credits (EICs) and other New Hope benefits.

Earnings supplements: New Hope offered monthly earnings supplements to

program participants who worked at least 30 hours per week but whose earnings

left their household below 200 percent of the poverty line. Participants in CSJs

also qualified for earnings supplements if they worked a 30-hour minimum.
Combined with the EIC, New Hope's earnings supplements raised most partici-
pants' annual household income above the poverty line.'

Health insurance: New Hope offered a health insurance plan to program
participants who worked at least 30 hours per week but were not covered by
employer health insurance or Medicaid. Participants were asked to contribute
toward the health insurance premium on a sliding scale that took into account
their income and household size; New Hope subsidized the remainder.

Child care assistance: New Hope offered financial assistance to cover child

care expenses for participants who had children under age 13 and who worked at

least 30 hours per week. Participants were asked to pay a portion of the cost
based on their income and household size; New Hope covered the remainder.
Child care had to be provided in state-licensed or county-certified homes or
child care centers in order to qualify for New Hope subsidies.

Staff support: Although not a specific component of the program model, staff
support mattered a great deal to participants. Indeed, a key finding from the last
report, Creating New Hope, was that many participants found the support and
encouragement they received from staff to be as important to them as the finan-
cial benefits that New Hope offered.

Participants in New Hope could use any number or combination of program benefits and

services, depending on their needs. The earnings supplements, health insurance, and child care as-

sistance were structured to create an incentive to work more hours and earn higher wages. Over

'Participants' income may be below the poverty line if they work just 30 hours, but will rise above it as their hours

increase. The exception is for very large households: earnings supplements are adjusted upward for household size up

to a maximum of two adults and four children. New Hope's other financial benefits health insurance and child care

are extended to all eligible household members, regardless of household size. For more detail on how the financial
benefits were calibrated, see Appendix C in Brock et al., 1997.
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time, New Hope aspired to help participants stabilize their employment and increase their income
to a level where they no longer needed program assistance. However, it acknowledged that some
participants would continue to need assistance because of the nature of today's labor market. New
Hope's offer of earnings supplements, health insurance, and child care assistance extended for three
years after the date participants agreed to participate; CSJs were limited to a total of 12 months over
a three-year period. The time limits, which were due to funding constraints, were not considered
integral to the program design. Rather, most of New Hope's designers assumed that New Hope's
benefits would need to be permanently available if New Hope was ongoing policy.

II. Research Hypotheses, Design, Activities, Data Sources, and Framework
The founders and staff of the New Hope Project, in their Request for Proposalsfor Evalua-

tion, wrote that they were "committed to giving the concepts of this Project as full and fair a test as
possible, and committed to learning what works, what doesn't, and why."' In order to meet this
high standard, the evaluation was built around an experimental design. Program applicants who met
New Hope's eligibility criteria were randomly assigned to one of two groups: a program group that
could participate in New Hope or a control group that could not. By comparing the outcomes of the
two groups over time, it is possible to distinguish the effects specific to New Hope from those that
might have occurred for other reasons because the random assignment process ensures that the
characteristics, backgrounds, and motivation levels of program and control group members do not
differ systematically at the beginning of the study. After random assignment, the only systematic
difference between the program and control groups is that one group had access to New Hope.
Therefore, any differences between the two groups in employment, income, or other outcomes can
be attributed to the New Hope intervention.'

A. Hypothesized Outcomes

New Hope's founders expected that its combination of benefits and services job access,
earnings supplements, health insurance subsidies, and child care subsidies would lead to in-
creased employment and improved economic standing relative to what would have occurred with-
out New Hope because the program would offer a "comparative advantage" to the program group
members, over and above what would have been available to them from other programs, policies,
and benefits outside New Hope. The experimental research design makes it possible to test whether
or not New Hope met its objectives, expressing those objectives as research hypotheses. Specifi-
cally, this report examines whether or not New Hope's program group, relative to the control group,
experienced the following outcomes:

increased use of benefits and services including health insurance and structured
child care;

increased economic status including higher rates of employment, higher earn-
ings, reduced welfare, and reduced poverty;

'New Hope Project, 1992, p. 3.
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improved adult well-being as reflected in measures of stress, worries about fi-

nancial issues, and material hardship.

In addition, the report examines New Hope's effects on various subgroups within the re-

search sample.

If program group members experience these effects, then the people closest to them their

children, spouses, and partners may be expected to undergo improvements or changes in their

lives as well. Increased income precipitated by New Hope may translate into more material re-

sources for the family. The health insurance provision of New Hope may increase the likelihood

that children receive immunizations and treatment for minor illnesses. The child care subsidy may

enhance the cognitive stimulation and socialization experiences to which children are exposed.

Such experiences may eventually improve school performance. Increased employment by parents

may lead to the restructuring of family chores and responsibilities, which in turn could affect how

children spend their time and how they get along with their parents. Children who see their parents

going to work regularly and bringing home paychecks may develop higher aspirations for their own

future. Given these possibilities, the New Hope evaluation is also testing a set of hypotheses about

New Hope's effects on families and children:3 By comparing the outcomes for program and con-
trol group families and children, the evaluation will determine if New Hope leads to the following:

changes in family dynamics as measured by changes in the home environ-
ment, parent-child relations, and child activities;

improved child outcomes including their educational progress, educational as-
pirations, psychological well-being, and social behavior.

The report also examines New Hope's effects on various subgroups of families and chil-

dren within the research sample.

In addition to addressing hypotheses about New Hope's effects, the report attempts to an-

swer questions about the links among those effects, such as: How does the use of benefits relate

to New Hope's effects on economic outcomes? If New Hope affects both family routines and the

nature of children's child care experiences, is one of these more important than the other in

shaping children's development or behavior?

B. Random Assignment Process

Random assignment of the New Hope sample began in August 1994 and ended in Decem-

ber 1995. Initially, New Hope planned on randomly assigning 1,200 applicants, but eventually re-

'To make a net difference, New Hope had to offer employment supports that were distinct from the policies
and programs affecting the experiences of the control group. New Hope's designers referred to this as the need to

create a "comparative advantage."
"In the past 10 years, policymakers have increasingly been interested in the effects of welfare and employment

policies on children and youth. In addition to New Hope,several other current evaluations with random assignment
designs include measures to address this area. Two examples of other studies examining the effects of employment-

based incentives are the evaluation of Minnesota's Family Independence Program (see Miller et al., 1997) and Can-

ada's Self-Sufficiency Project (see Lin et al., 1998).
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cruited and randomly assigned 1,357 people to the program and control groups." All sample mem-
bers are included in the core analyses of New Hope's economic effects (the first set of hypotheses
listed above). About 55 percent of the sample (745 sample members) are included in the study of
program effects on families and children (the second set of hypotheses presented above). The latter
subgroup, identified in this report as members of the Child and Family Study (CFS), was identified
on the basis of having at least one child between ages 1 and 10 at baseline.15 MDRC will track the
experiences of program and control group members over a period of up to five years to see how
families are faring.

Figure 1.1 depicts the random assignment process. New Hope staff performed a variety of
outreach activities to identify potential program applicants and invited them to attend a program
orientation. At the orientation, staff explained the New Hope offer, eligibility criteria, research ob-
jectives, and random assignment process. Persons interested in participating met with New Hope
staff afterward to determine whether they met the four eligibility criteria (residence in a target
neighborhood, age 18 or over, able and willing to work at least 30 hours per week, and income at or
below 150 percent of poverty level). New Hope staff asked applicants who qualified to complete a
baseline questionnaire on their demographic and household characteristics, employment and wel-
fare history, and opinions about work and welfare.

Once the baseline forms were completed, New Hope staff called MDRC to determine appli-
cants' research group status. (Applicants' identification information, such as name and Social Secu-
rity number, was read over the telephone and entered into a computer for random assignment; ap-
plicants had an equal chance of being assigned to the program or the control group.) They were
immediately informed about their status. Program group members were asked to sign a participa-
tion agreement and could begin participating in New Hope immediately. Control group members
were told that they could not be served by New Hope, but were given a list of other organizations
they could go to for employment-related help.

C. Research Activities and Data Sources

Most of the information on New Hope's operations comes from field research interviews
with participants and staff working for the program, a review of program documents, and focus
groups held with staff and participants. Material describing the members of the research sample at
enrollment, and used to group them for various analyses, came from an enrollment form and a sur-
vey of opinions about employment. Each was completed prior to random assignment. In an inde-
pendent effort to understand the program's context, research staff selected a random sample of
dwelling units in the New Hope target neighborhoods and interviewed the inhabitants to assess
general knowledge about the program in its catchment area. The report uses this survey and other

"Five sample members were subsequently dropped from the analysis owing to missing baseline forms. The
research sample comprises 1,357 adults.

'This age range was chosen because a major funder of this work, the MacArthur Foundation via the MacArthur
Network on Successful Pathways Through Middle Childhood, focuses on children aged 5 to 12. Given the 24-
month follow-up period for this report, of the children who were born at baseline in these families, the youngest
would be approximately 3 to 12 at this follow-up and 6to 15 at a follow-up planned at 60 months. Of the 812 fami-
lies who met the criteria for inclusion in the CFS, 67 were Asian and Pacific Island immigrants. The research team
determined that the measures used to assess family functioning, parent psychological well-being, and child devel-
opment were not culturally appropriate for this group. Thus, these families were not included in the CFS, although
they remained part of the research sample for the core analyses. This created a CFS research sample Of 745 families.
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Figure 1.1

The New Hope Project
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published documents on the Milwaukee labor market to estimate the pool of persons eligible for
New Hope and describe their labor market context. A database maintained by the program as its
management information system (MIS) provided data on the use of benefits by all program partici-
pants.

A variety of administrative records were used to assess New Hope's effects. Unemployment
insurance (UI) earnings records measured quarterly earnings and employment. Public assistance
benefit records documented welfare payments, Food Stamps, and Medicaid benefits. Tax records
provided information on the receipt of Earned Income Credits (EICs).

While administrative records allowed the research team to construct longitudinal measures
of several economic outcomes, showing how families fared over time, they did not cover all out-
comes of interest. Therefore, much of the outcome data in this report came from a two-year follow-
up survey completed by 80.5 percent of the research sample. The survey measured receipt of non-
New Hope services; many economic outcomes such as hours of work, hourly wages, and the type
of jobs held; and all the noneconomic outcomes regarding family functioning, parent well-being,
and child development.

In 1998 the research team began an ethnographic study of 46 families from the CFS that
will continue for three years. The sample includes members of both the program and control
groups. (See Appendix J for an explanation of the study.)

D. Evaluation Framework

The New Hope experiment is embedded in a larger evaluation framework that takes into
account the various factors that may affect a program's implementation and effects. This frame-
work is depicted in Figure 1.2. The context in which New Hope operates including the charac-
teristics of households living in the target neighborhoods; local labor market conditions; and exist-
ing welfare, employment, and social service programs outside New Hope is presumed to affect
the composition of the New Hope sample and the subsequent experiences of program and control
group members after random assignment. The race/ethnicity, employment backgrounds, income
levels, and other characteristics of people living in New Hope's target areas will partly determine
who ends up in the New Hope sample. The local economy including the number and types of
jobs available will affect the employment patterns of both the program and control groups and
may influence how program group members make use of New Hope's benefits and services.

The context in which New Hope operates is also presumed to influence the program inter-
vention itself. New Hope's recruitment strategies, for instance, ought to be shaped by the charac-
teristics of households that the program is targeting: neighborhood residents' needs, languages they
speak, and so forth. The services that New Hope provides ought to be influenced by the availability
of other social service and employment-related programs in the community and the cooperativeness
or competitiveness of these organizations with New Hope.

The measured characteristics of the New Hope sample include demographic variables
(gender, age, educational attainment, race/ethnicity), household status (married or single, living
with or without children), employment and welfare history, and attitudinal and motivational factors.
Such characteristics may help explain post-random assignment experiences of program and control
group members. To illustrate, people's ability to find work and the amount of money they earn may
be explained in part by their gender, employment experience, and educational attainment. How hard

61
-8-



Figure 1.2

The New Hope Project
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sample members try to look for work or how much program group members take advantage of
New Hope may be explained by their motivation levels at the time they entered the study.

At its core the New Hope intervention consists of job search assistance, community service
jobs, earnings supplements, health insurance subsidies, and child care subsidies, which must be
available and delivered to program participants who qualify and request services in order for New
Hope to receive a "fair test." However, the intervention is defined by more than these benefits and
services. It is also characterized by the recruitment strategies that the program uses, the nature and
frequency of interactions between participants and staff, and the general organizational environ-
ment.

III. The Policy Context of New Hope

The policy context of the New Hope evaluation has changed considerably since the time
when New Hope was first conceived. Major events include welfare reforms that focus directly on
employment and efforts to make low-wage work "pay" by expanding federal and state Earned In-
come Credits. Because these changes affect the New Hope context, they can affect the behavior of
all the participants in this evaluation. This section describes both the ideas behind New Hope and
the various policy changes and their importance for understanding the results in this report.

A. The Analysis That Led to New Hope

The New Hope Project traces its roots to the Congress for a Working America (CFWA), a
nonprofit organization founded in 1979 to develop and promote public policies that support full
employment at living wages.' During the 1980s, David Riemer a lawyer and founding board
member of CFWA (and later New Hope) researched and wrote The Prisoners of Welfare (1988).
The book examined the structural problems of both the welfare system and the labor market that
cause people to be poor. Riemer proposed that the existing welfare system be eliminated and re-
placed with an alternative structure that provides various supports to people based on their em-
ployment experience.

In 1988 CFWA appointed a steering committee made up of CFWA staff, community activ-
ists, and low-income residents to consider whether a program like the one Riemer envisioned could
be implemented in Milwaukee. New Hope Inc. was formed, and within the next six years it created
various advisory groups, pilot-tested the program, selected MDRC as its contractor for the program
evaluation, and began participant enrollment. By December 1995 enrollment was complete.

The analysis that led to New Hope is straightforward: persons need access to jobs, employ-
ment needs to be financially more rewarding than not working, increased work should raise in-
come, those who can work should support themselves through employment, and full-time employ-
ment should get people out of poverty.

New Hope's designers looked at the low-wage labor market and the prevailing public as-
sistance benefits and tax code and saw problems. Too often persons did not have the skills needed
to secure an unsubsidized job. Perhaps more important, work especially when one considered

'The history of the New Hope Project is discussed in Brock et al., 1997.
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work-related expenses such as child care often did not pay appreciably better than welfare. And

attempts to improve the utility of work such as the Earned Income Credit (EIC) were modest

and left even full-time workers in poverty.

No single element in this analysis was uncommon or surprising: over the years, federal and

state policymakers had been pursuing many strategies to increase employment and earnings among
welfare recipients and to improve the economic prospects of low-income, low-skilled individuals.

But the wedding of job access, financial supports for work, and an antipoverty goal was uncommon
in the late 1980s and remains so today.

Conceptually, New Hope's benefits have much in common with the EIC, which was de-
signed to offset the burden of the Social Security payroll tax, supplement low-wage earnings, and

promote work as a viable alternative to welfare. Up to a specified income level (which varies by
family size), the amount of the credit increases as earnings increase; beyond a certain income level
(which again varies by family size), the credit is phased out. So long as people have earnings, they

may qualify for the EIC even ifthey owe no taxes. It may be paid out to them as a tax refund in one

lump sum or distributed partly as a lump sum and partly in installments added to workers' pay-
checks throughout the year.

By itself, the EIC is usually not sufficient to lift the incomes of the working poor above the
poverty line, but it makes significant progress in this direction." (Ten states, including Wisconsin,
have EIC programs that work in tandem with the federal EIC and add to its value.)' New Hope's
earnings supplements were designed with the federal and Wisconsin EIC programs as the founda-
tion. In most instances, New Hope's earnings supplements fill the gap that remains between earn-
ings and the poverty threshold, after the federal and state EIC payments are credited. The other
benefits and services that New Hope provides make the EIC and the earnings supplement even
more valuable, because they help to ensure that work is available to people who want it and that
workers have health insurance and affordable child care.

Although New Hope can be characterized as an expanded version of the EIC, it also con-
tains lessons for welfare reform under TANF, the federal welfare block grant. States have consider-
able latitude under TANF in how they design and operate their cash assistance programs. At the

same time, TANF's strict work participation requirements and 60-month time limit on cash assis-
tance make it necessary for states to help recipients find employment quickly. One way for states to
meet TANF's objectives may be to use TANF funds to create paid community service jobs (CSJs)

or to supplement the wages of people who work in the regular labor market but who do not earn
sufficient income to support their family. States may also use their TANF block grants to subsidize
child care. Medicaid, as noted above, is not significantly affected by TANF, thus ensuring that most
TANF recipients will remain eligible for health insurance coverage.' New Hope offers a frame-
work for integrating these components into a work-based support system foi TANF recipients.

Wisconsin's TANF program, known as Wisconsin Works (or W-2), provides an example of

"Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 1996.
"The remaining nine states are Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New York, Oregon, Rhode

Island, and Vermont (Johnson and Lazere, 1998).
"Greenberg and Savner, 1996.
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a state welfare reform program that contains many New Hope elements.2° Appendix B compares
key features of the two programs. Like New Hope, W-2 is a work-based system of aid that creates
employment opportunities for people unable to work successfully in the unsubsidized labor market.
Both programs limit the number of years that participants may receive benefits: three years for New
Hope and five years for W-2. (As noted earlier, New Hope's time limits are due to funding con-
straints and are not considered part of the program design.) Also, like New Hope, W-2 offers subsi-
dized child care. Wisconsin families with an income below 165 percent of poverty level may access
child care even if they do not rely on W-2's subsidized jobs. Medicaid (known as Medical Assis-
tance in Wisconsin) is run separately from W-2, but W-2 participants and nonparticipants may ap-
ply if they meet income guidelines.

There are important differences between W-2 and New Hope despite their common focus
on work. Unlike New Hope, W-2 does not offer benefits to adults without children. Another key
difference is that W-2 benefits are not be adjusted to bring the incomes of participating families
above the poverty line if parents work full time. W-2's subsidized jobs pay a fixed grant for the
work that participants perform; as in the regular labor market, participants' household size will not
be factored into their rate of pay. New Hope pays CSJ participants a minimum wage and uses the
earnings supplement (not available in W-2) to adjust for larger households and raise most partici-
pants' income above the poverty level. Further, New Hope's CSJ participants qualify for the federal
and Wisconsin EICs, whereas W-2 participants do not. Finally, W-2's three tiers of job placements

trial jobs, CSJ, and transitional placements create categorical distinctions among participants
that New Hope avoids. Despite these differences, W-2 illustrates the options that states have under
TANF to operate cash assistance programs that are radically different from AFDC and possibly
more like New Hope.

B. The Changing New Hope Context

Because this report examines outcomes for participants two years after they enrolled, it is
focused on the period from August 1994 to December 1997: from the time that the first person en-
rolled in the project to 24 months after the last person enrolled.

During New Hope's design, enrollment, and follow-up period, its context evolved. Notably,
as New Hope was being designed the Milwaukee economy improved markedly. The unemploy-
ment rate in Milwaukee County fell from 6.5 percent in 1986 to 4.1 percent by 1989. It has re-
mained between 5.0 percent and 3.6 percent since that time. In such a labor market, it is generally
easier for persons to get and hold onto jobs as employers adjust to a tighter labor supply. Other
changes in the rules and funding for EICs, child care, and health benefits made all of them more
widely available.

In many ways, the changes that have occurred represent a victory for the principles under-
lying New Hope. In Wisconsin particularly, welfare is now a work-based system of support. Child
care assistance and health insurance are or should soon be available to low-income workers. The
expanded federal and state EICs boost incomes of many full-time workers over poverty. New
Hope, through its advocacy work in the state, played a role in helping to bring about some of these
changes.

'For an in-depth analysis of W-2, see Institute for Research on Poverty, 1996.
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The policy changes, which affect the supports available to the members of both the program
and control groups, have "raised the bar" for the project. Even with some implementation problems,
they have diminished the difference between what New Hope offers and what is available outside
New Hope, making it more difficult for the project to create a net difference.' To the degree that
the New Hope context is atypical of other states and cities, the various changes create less than
ideal circumstances for this evaluation.

Figure 1.3 captures some of the changes that are directly relevant to understanding New
Hope's effects.

W-2 began operations just before the end of the follow-up period for this
report. However, other welfare reforms occurred earlier. In 1994 Wiscon-
sin's governor announced that AFDC would end in Wisconsin. General As-
sistance (the cash aid program to low-income people without children) ended
in 1995. A welfare reform known as Pay for Performance, which tied receipt
of AFDC benefits to work, began in 1996. Finally, all prior welfare reforms
were replaced by the W-2 program, which was implemented statewide in
1998. Taken together these changes meant that some persons on welfare were
more likely to work and that workers might be more likely to sustain em-
ployment by not leaving a job. Either event would diminish New Hope's abil-
ity to create a net effect on various measures of employment.

In 1996 the federal government passed national welfare legislation that
block-granted funds to states, cutting the tie between health insurance
and AFDC benefits for families on welfare. Prior to 1996 health insurance
via Medicaid was provided to all AFDC recipients and to some other low-
income families. New Hope offered its participants the same HMO that Mil-
waukee County Medicaid recipients used, so there was no difference between
the New Hope plan and the one available to all welfare recipients in the pro-
gram and control groups. New Hope's advantage was that it provided afford-
able health care to people not on welfare (for example, people without chil-
dren) and was more affordable for most participants than plans provided by
private employers. Thus, New Hope's health benefits remained distinct from
others during the follow-up period in this report, particularly for persons who
were not on AFDC.

o The State of Wisconsin passed an EIC in 1989 that was tied to the federal
credit.' The federal government increased the federal EIC in 1990 and
again in 1993. In response, from 1994 onward, the state sought to limit its

'Perhaps because Food Stamp and Medicaid eligibility are no longer tied to cash assistance eligibility under
TANF, both Wisconsin's Medicaid and Food Stamp receipts are down, even though many of the "leavers" are
probably still eligible. Similarly, child care assistance has been drastically underused. According to a new study on
state capacity from the Rockefeller Institute of Government, the state estimated that "77,000 children would be in
state-supported care in December 1997. The actual number was 19,500 which was less than the total actually served
or on waiting lists 12 months previously" (Nathan and Gais, 1999).

'Wisconsin first adopted a state EIC, as a percentage of the federal credit, in 1984; it was repealed in 1986 and
reenacted in 1989.
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EIC expenditure by decreasing the state credit as a proportion of the fed-
eral credit. New Hope's earnings supplement "tops up" earnings plus any
federal and state EICs. The amount of the supplement is structured to provide
an incentive for increased earnings, up to a target annual income level of
$30,000 or 200 percent of the poverty level, whichever was higher for a given
family type.

All workers can apply for the federal and state EICs. Therefore, when they
were enhanced, the relative importance of the New Hope supplement dimin-
ished for all participants. For example, in November 1994 one earner with two
children (the modal family structure that enrolled in New Hope) and gross
wages of $12,000 drew a combined federal and state EIC of $2,856 and a New
Hope supplement of $816; in September 1997 the same family drew an EIC of
$3,960 and no New Hope supplement. Because the EICs provide little sup-
plementation to earners without children, the New Hope supplement was al-
ways relatively more valuable for this group. In November 1994 one earner
without children and gross wages of $12,000 qualified for no EIC and a New
Hope supplement of $1,428; in September 1997 the same earner still drew no
EIC and a New Hope supplement of $1,548.

In summary, the changes in the EIC might reduce the effect of the New Hope
supplement on total income and work effort, particularly for people with chil-
dren. On the other hand, New Hope staff regularly informed program partici-
pants about the EICs. Thus, more program group members might file the tax
returns necessary to receive them.

Welfare reform in Wisconsin i cluded community service job (CSJ) slots
for people on welfare. One feature of welfare in Milwaukee perhaps made
more prevalent by Pay for Performance was that welfare recipients could
"earn" their welfare grant by working in a CSJ. However, unlike the New
Hope CSJs, these positions did not allow people to earn wages or qualify for
EICs. Rather, CSJ employment was a means to "work off" one's welfare
grant. Further, New Hope's CSJs were available to all participants (not just
those on welfare) and leveraged the federal and state EICs, New Hope's sup-
plement, and New Hope's other benefits.

Given the possible reduction in the importance of other elements in the New
Hope package, the fact that New Hope's CSJs remained distinct from the oth-
ers may increase their importance in shaping effects.

The State of Wisconsin expanded funding for child care in 1997 and de-
creased the barriers to securing such funding. In design, New Hope's child
care supplement was not markedly more advantageous than the other child
care subsidies available to the working poor or to welfare recipients in Mil-
waukee. Qualifying for the New Hope child care supplement demanded that a
participant had to be working 30 hours per week. In addition, New Hope sub-
sidized only placements in state-licensed or county-certified centers, and the
program monitored employment and the placements monthly. In contrast to

-15-
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these New Hope restrictions, prior to 1997 certain child care subsidies avail-
able outside New Hope allowed placement in all legal (but not necessarily li-
censed or certified) arrangements. In addition, other subsidies and subsidized
programs (for example, Head Start, which is usually a half-day program) were
available to support part-time work.

But in practice New Hope's child care supplement presented two advantages
between 1994 and August 1997. During that time, most of the child care sub-
sidies outside New Hope came via one of four funding streams. They varied in
their eligibility requirements, and persons needed to apply for the various sup-
plements as their situation changed (they left AFDC for work or they reached
a time limit for benefits related to the transition from AFDC). In addition,
certain child care funding particularly for working poor people who had not
been on AFDC was not available at a level that could meet the demand.
The administrative complexities and limited funding meant that an appreciable
number of persons eligible for child care supplements outside New Hope did
not get them.

Thus, prior to September 1997 New Hope's comparative advantage in sup-
porting child care rested on its ability to provide what the public sector
authorized but did not fund a seamless set of subsidies funded at a level
equal to the demand for them.

In 1996, with the passage of federal welfare legislation, the various pre-1996
federal subsidies were combined into one Child Care Development Fund.'
Wisconsin took this opportunity to make several changes regarding child care
funding, and the net effect probably decreased New Hope's comparative ad-
vantage after the changes were implemented between January and September
1997. Wisconsin significantly supplemented the federal dollars with the ex-
pressed goal of making one seamless subsidy system available to all eligible
families. It also increased the maximum reimbursement rates for placements
in both centers and family day care homes. Given the limited funding avail-
able prior to 1997 for persons not on AFDC (or on transitional benefits), these
changes undoubtedly increased the number of persons receiving a subsidy and
the level of the subsidy. To stretch the child care funding and make it more
like the "real world," in 1997 the state required a copay from all families re-
ceiving a subsidy. While this change shifted some costs to the eligible popu-
lation, as a practical matter it is likely that few people lost benefits since
funding was so limited prior to 1997.

In sum, the changing landscape of child care subsidies suggests that the New
Hope supplement might create greater use of regulated care, particularly prior
to 1997.

As this section makes clear, viewed individually New Hope's benefits and services have
features in common with other programs and public policies. If anything, in Wisconsin this is

'Long et al., 1998.
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becoming more true over time. However, the changes do not affect all members of the sample
equally, and the evaluation's first report underscores the point that viewed as a package New
Hope's benefits and services are unusual. Whether or not it is enough to make a difference is the
focus of this report.

IV. The Conceptual Model Guiding This Evaluation

New Hope's designers held a set of assumptions, reflected in the hypotheses listed earlier
in the chapter, regarding how the program would change outcomes for individuals and families.
Referred to as a "theory of change" in current evaluation literature, it is summarized in Figure 1.4

as a model that has guided the evaluation and the structure of this report.24 The bottom of the fig-
ure denotes the groups used to explore each element of the model and the links among those
elements. Such subgroup analyses are fundamental to understanding how various personal cir-
cumstances, such as one's employment status at enrollment, influenced New Hope's effects. The
model comes from a variety of sources: the aforementioned analysis by David Riemer and others
regarding the labor market; correlational data from studies showing that certain outcomes, such
as family income and well-being, tend to rise and fall together; evaluations of previous efforts to
supplement income; and the experiences of practitioners.

A. Elements in the Model

A brief discussion of each element in the model follows:

The New Hope Offer. When the New Hope offer was designed, there was no
definitive evidence that such an intervention would change the work effort of
low-income people. What did exist was some experience with design issues
that allowed the designers to calibrate the size of the benefits and their sched-
ule for being phased in and out. Of particular importance were the results from
a previous large experiment showing that workers might decrease their work
effort if their earnings were supplemented.25 This was one factor leading the
designers to decide that participants would need to work full time to qualify
for New Hope's benefits.

Service and Benefit Use. The New Hope offer was designed to make sup-
ports for work available at a level over and above what would occur without
New Hope. Many social welfare programs have narrowly defined targeting or
eligibility criteria. They serve only welfare recipients, for example, or focus on
people who fit into a certain demographic group or family type. The New Hope
project took the position that people's economic and personal circumstances are
often in flux. They move onto and off of public assistance and in and out of
poverty as they lose a job (or find one), have young children (or children grow
older), experience a marital breakup (or get married), or become ill (or recover
from illness). New Hope provided a flexible support structure that was intended

'Fulbright-Anderson et al., 1998; Kubisch et al., 1995.
'Munnell, 1986.
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to help people become and stay employed, even as their personal situation
changes.

O Employment and Earnings. With the increased use of New Hope's supports,
work, earnings, and income were meant to rise and public assistance was in-
tended to fall. When the program was designed, the assumption that service
and benefit use would lead to improved economic outcomes was more a prod-
uct of insightful analysis than prior empirical findings. However, other incen-
tive-based interventions meant to encourage work are being tested concur-
rently with New Hope, and the emerging news is encouraging. The Canadian
government is testing a generous earnings supplement for long-term public as-
sistance recipients, and the State of Minnesota's welfare reform program con-
tains significant economic incentives for work. Early findings from both
evaluations indicate that the programs are raising employment, earnings, and
incomes."

Adult Well-Being. Increased employment, while perhaps stressful during
some period of transition, was thought to improve adult well-being. Some of
this improvement would occur because employment is socially desirable and
unemployment and welfare are stigmatized. In addition, well-being would in-

crease because of more income and less poverty.'

O Child Contexts. Changes in economic outcomes and adult well-being were
likely to affect home environments and how parents and children spend their
time apart from each other and together. For example, increased employment
might decrease the time parents spend with children, and increased income
might cause the parents to move to better housing or to purchase items such as
books that support children's development. Also, changes might occur in the
number or nature of the interactions between parents and children." Finally,
employment, income, and the distinctiveness of the New Hope child care sub-
sidy might all affect the nature and number of child care experiences.

Child Outcomes. Finally, New Hope's designers recognized that what hap-
pens to parents affects their children and vice versa. At least two paths might
lead to changes in child outcomes in the long term: participation in child care
and the changes in home life. The analysis presumed that any changes at 24
months would be less dramatic than those which might occur over a longer pe-
riod of time."

B. Samples Used to Assess New Hope's Effects

Most analyses of impacts on service use, economic outcomes, and adult well-being in this
report begin with the data that are available on the full New Hope sample: all 1,357 persons in

'Miller et al., 1997; Lin et al., 1998.
'Duncan et al., 1994.
28114cLoyd et al., 1994; Conger et al., 1992; Garrett et al., 1994.
29Posner and Vandell, 1994; Caughy et al., 1994; Dodge et al., 1994; Duncan et al., 1994.
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the program and control groups. These full sample analyses are the best estimate of New Hope's
overall effects. However, the full sample analyses may also mask the fact that New Hope helps
some participants and families more than others. Such information may be important even if it
would not lead to "targeting" similar interventions in the future; policymakers and the public
may find it important to understand the distribution of effects, where some groups are being
helped more than others.

Because New Hope may have different effects for different groups within the sample,
certain effects are analyzed for "subgroups" of the sample; data gathered prior to enrollment were
used to create the groupings. Most of the subgroup analyses are done by comparing subgroup
members in the program group with their control group counterparts. Persons who were or were
not working full time at enrollment constitute one subgroup. Because New Hope's designers are
interested in understanding how New Hope affects family dynamics and children, the 745 mem-
bers of the Child and Family Study (CFS) constitute another subgroup separated for analysis.
Since most of the data on family functioning and child outcomes were collected only within this
subgroup, it is the only sample used to assess effects in those areas.

V. The Organization of This Report

This report follows the model depicted in Figure 1.4. Chapter 2 describes New Hope's
context, dividing that discussion into analyses of the environment surrounding the program and
the program's operations. Chapter 3 presents the background characteristics of the research sam-
ple and discusses how those characteristics vary across subgroups used in subsequent analyses.
The chapter also compares the program and control groups' use of benefits and services. Chapter
4 presents the program's effects on certain economic measures such as employment, earnings,
and public assistance. This chapter and the remaining chapters also include various descriptive
and nonexperimental analyses intended to help explain the effects or lack of them. Chapter 5
documents New Hope's impacts on income and measures of adult well-being such as stress and
indices of material hardship. Chapter 6 tells how New Hope shaped family life in the CFS sub-
group of families with children. Chapter 7 presents data on how New Hope affected child out-
comes, including data from the teachers of children who were old enough to be in school. Fi-
nally, Chapter 8 provides an early comparison of New Hope's benefits and costs. Because this
analysis is based on two years of follow-up while the program was still operating, readers should
view this analysis as preliminary. Various technical appendices follow the last chapter. A non-
technical exception is Appendix M, which provides an "epilogue" to this document. It describes
how the program worked with participants as they went through the last year of New Hope eligi-
bility (25 to 36 months after enrollment). This appendix focuses on the program and contains no
information on the concurrent experiences of members of the control group. It does not describe
the program's effects beyond 24 months. At this point, funding has been secured to continue to
follow the CFS sample to 60 months after enrollment. Thus, in several years a long-term follow-
up of New Hope's effects will be available for that group.
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Chapter 2

Program Environme it and Operations

This chapter describes the context in which New Hope operated and the ways in which
benefits and services were delivered. As outlined in Chapter 1, the program was located in Mil-
waukee, Wisconsin. It offered a package of benefits and services intended to accomplish several
goals: provide employment opportunities to those who needed work, reduce poverty among low-
wage workers who worked full time, provide financial incentives for people to work more hours,
and "make work pay" better than welfare. Translating these goals into an operating program,
however, was neither obvious nor automatic. New Hope had to assemble the necessary resources
and develop mechanisms to deliver benefits and services to people who qualified. Equally im-
portant, as a voluntary program it had to establish relationships with its participants such that
they would take advantage of its offer.

The chapter begins with a synopsis of key findings. It then examines New Hope's envi-
ronment, including the characteristics of the population living in its target areas, the trends in the
labor market, and the welfare and social services available. Both program and control group
members were recruited from and generally lived their lives in this setting, so the conditions and
opportunities available to them shaped their life choices and experiences. The remainder of the
chapter focuses on the operations of New Hope, a resource available only to members of the pro-
gram group. It describes how participants accessed benefits and services, what procedures staff
followed, how staff and participants interacted, and what significant issues and challenges
emerged over the course of program implementation. Together, sections II and III lay a founda-
tion for interpreting the characteristics of the New Hope sample and the use of benefits and
services by program group members (discussed in Chapter 3) and the impacts of the program
(covered in Chapters 4 through 7).

The period of time covered by this chapter corresponds to that of the impact analysis:
August 1994 (when random assignment began) through December 1997 (the end of the two-year
follow-up for the last people who entered the sample). The chapter draws from a variety of data
sources, including interviews and observations conducted at New Hope's offices and in the
community; program documents; a general household survey conducted in the areas served by
New Hope; labor market statistics collected by the University of WisconsinMilwaukee and the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; and the two-year follow-Up survey of sample members.'

I. Key Findings

New Hope served residents of two ethnically diverse, low-income target
areas in Milwaukee's central city. Although poor, a majority of adults liv-
ing in the target areas worked.

'The chapter relies heavily on the analyses presented in a previous report, Creating New Hope: Implementation
of a Program to Reduce Poverty and Reform Welfare (Brock et al., 1997). Readers interested in learning more about

(continued)
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New Hope operated during a period of rapid job growth and declining un-
employment. In general, job opportunities were more plentiful in Milwau-
kee's suburbs than in the central city areas targeted by New Hope.

Many public assistance programs and social services besides New Hope
were available to target area residents. However, only New Hope offered a
package of benefits and services that made it possible for people to find a
job, stay employed, and raise their income above poverty level. New Hope
also served a broader array of people than most other programs.

New Hope succeeded in implementing the program and delivering benefits
and services to those who qualified. Most participants spoke positively
about the help they received from the program and contrasted it favorably
with welfare programs.

The help that participants received from New Hope differed depending on
their employment status. Those who were employed full time had access
to the program's financial benefits: the earnings supplement, health insur-
ance, and child care assistance. Those who were not employed full time
received job search assistance and, if unable to find work in the regular la-
bor market, a community service job that paid minimum wage. Once par-
ticipants started working full time, they also qualified for the financial
benefits.

New Hope staff worked closely with participants. They helped them look
for jobs, think through solutions to personal problems, and make maxi-
mum use of program benefits and services. Many participants said that the
help they received from staff was more valuable to them than the financial
benefits that New Hope provided.

The major implementation challenge that New Hope faced was getting
participants to understand completely how the program worked and to use
the benefits and services to their fullest advantage. Participation rates were
consistently lower than program staff expected.

II. The Program Environment

Because New Hope was funded to serve only a limited number of people, its founders
believed that program resources should be concentrated within some of Milwaukee's lowest-
income neighborhoods. They selected two target areas located on the north and south sides of
U.S. Highway 94 and the Menomenee River Valley, an industrial and transportation corridor that
cuts through the middle of the city (see Figure 2.1). The target area boundaries were defined by

the program environment and operations may wish to consult this document.



Figure 2.1

The New Hope Project

The New Hope Target Areas
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postal zip codes; each contained approximately 40,000 residents.2 According to census data, the
target areas contained high rates of poverty exceeding 40 percent in some census tracts (see
Figure 2.2). The selection of target areas also ensured that New Hope would be able to serve an
ethnically diverse population, since many African-Americans lived to the north and Hispanics to
the south of the highway. The following sections describe the residents of the target areas and the
employment opportunities, welfare programs, and social services that were available to them.

A. The Needs and Characteristics of Target Area Residents'

To get an in-depth look at the needs and characteristics ofpeople living in the two target
areas, New Hope commissioned a general household survey that had two objectives: to capture
demographic, employment, and income information on target area residents, and to estimate the
demand for the New Hope benefits and services if the program were made available to all who
qualified.' Researchers from the University of WisconsinMilwaukee identified a random sample
of dwelling units in the two zip codes, from which they interviewed a randomly selected adult
within each dwelling unit. They conducted the survey in January 1996, at the conclusion of pro-
gram recruitment, and completed 719 interviews.'

Table 2.1 summarizes the characteristics of target area residents between ages 18 and 65
the group normally considered to be of "working age" and for whom New Hope was de-

signed.' The survey confirmed the racial and ethnic diversity of the target area population. As
expected, African-Americans were in the majority on the Northside and Hispanics were in the
majority on the Southside. About 30 percent of the respondents in each target area were white,
and a small percentage were Asian or Native American. The survey also revealed that a slight
majority of working-age adults in the target areas were female (53.5 percent) and between ages
18 and 34 (52.8 percent). Roughly the same percentage were never married (42.9 percent) or
married and living with a spouse or partner (38.3 percent). About half reported that they were
living with dependent children; of these households, most had one or two children. About 60
percent of respondents said that they had a high school diploma, GED, or some formal education
beyond high school; 40.8 percent said that they did not.

Consistent with the census data displayed in Figure 2.2, the survey showed that 54.8 per-
cent of respondents between ages 18 and 65 had a household income at or below 150 percent of
the federally defined poverty level the financial eligibility standard for New Hope. Thirty-
seven percent were judged likely to participate in New Hope, taking into consideration household
income, employability, and expressed interest in the types of benefits offered by the program.

'When New Hope began enrolling participants in August 1994, it defined the target areas by census tracts lo-
cated within the two zip codes. The census tracts proved to be difficult to explain and hampered the recruitment
process. New Hope's board decided to expand the target areas to the full zip codes in April 1995; these areas re-
mained in effect for the duration of the project.

'This section is summarized from Brock et al., 1997, ch. 4.
4When the survey was first conceived, New Hope's board and staff also hoped it might be used to identify the

research sample. The idea was to administer the survey to all target area residents, determine their eligibility for
New Hope, provide eligible households the opportunity to apply to the program, and determine the take-up of the
offer. Logistic complications, combined with resource and time constraints, made this infeasible.

'For a complete discussion of the household survey methodology, see Brock et al., 1997, app. D.
'Adults aged 65 or over were interviewed, but since they would not be expected to be employed, their charac-

teristics are not shown.
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Figure 2.2

The New Hope Project

New Hope in Context: The Geography of Poverty in Milwaukee, 1989
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Table 2.1

The New Hope Project

Selected Characteristics of Target Area Residents
Between Ages 18 and 65

Target Areas
Characteristic Northside Southside Total

Race/ethnicity (%)
African-American, non-Hispanic 62.4 5.8 35.0White, non-Hispanic 30.0 30.8 30.4
Hispanic 3.3 55.9 28.8
Othera 4.2 7.5 5.8

Gender (%)
Female 56.5 50.3 53.5
Male 43.5 49.7 46.5

Age (%)
18-24 32.4 19.7 26.3
25-34 20.4 32.9 26.5
35-44 26.3 21.1 23.8
45-54 16.0 14.4 15.2
55-64 4.9 11.8 8.3

Marital status (%)
Never married 52.2 33.0 42.9
Married and living with spouse 27.4 49.9 38.3
Married and living apart, legally separated,
divorced, widowed 20.4 16.9 18.7

Respondents with childrenb (%) 42.3 56.9 49.4

Respondents living with children` (%)
Number of children:

1 31.1 37.1 34.4
2 32.4 21.6 26.4
3 15.0 22.5 19.2
4 11.9 7.3 9.4
5 or more 9.6 11.5 10.6

Highest diploma/degree earned (%)
GED 4.9 6.3 5.6
High school diploma 38.0 38.3 38.2
Technical/A.A./2-year college degree 8.1 6.6 7.4
4-year college degree or higher 11.3 4.1 7.8
None of the above/other 37.5 44.4 40.8

Employment status (%)
Employed 54.9 59.8 57.3
Not employed, but looked for job in preceding months 26.8 11.0 19.2
Not employed, did not look for job in preceding month 12.3 23.2 17.6
Not employed, did not look for job in preceding month
but currently available for work 5.9 6.1 6.0

(continued)
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Target Areas

Characteristic Northside Southside Total

Report of public assistance (%)
Food Stamps 19.2 20.1 19.6

AFDC 15.9 17.1 16.5

Medicaid 18.5 24.0 21.1

Eligibility for New Hope (%)

Financially eligible° 56.4 53.1 54.8

Financially eligible and likely to participate,

given the opportunityf 43.1 28.9 36.7

Sample size (unweighted) 346 299 645

SOURCE: New Hope Neighborhood Survey.

NOTES: All numbers except sample size are weighted by gender and number of adults. For a full
explanation of the survey methodology see Brock et al., 1997, app. D.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

°Includes Asians and Native Americans.
bIncludes dependent children under age 19.

°Includes dependent children under age 19.
dIncludes individuals who looked for part-time and full-time employment.

eAt the time of the survey, these individuals were receiving AFDC or were already participating in New
Hope and/or had household income that fell below New Hope eligibility standards given their household

size. A household was defined as all dependent children and spouse.
fAt the time of the survey, these individuals met the financial eligibility criteria and were not in school,

were available for full-time work or were currently working, and wereinterested "a great deal" in New Hope

or thought their spouse would be. Note that these numbers were also weighted by number of couples.

8 2
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Although incomes were low, 57.3 percent of the adults were working. An additional 19.2 percent
were looking for work. About 20 percent of respondents received Food Stamps, AFDC, or Medi-
caid.

In order to find out more about the employment circumstances of adults living in the tar-
get areas, the survey asked employed respondents about the number of hours worked, wages, and
benefits received. These results for sample members between ages 18 and 65 are shown in Table
2.2. Close to half of those who were employed worked an average of 40 hours a week; 29.4 per-
cent worked more hours. Part-time work was relatively uncommon. Wages tended to be low;
60.3 percent earned less than $10 an hour. The median hourly wage was $8.50. About 25 percent
of full-time workers and about 60 percent of part-time workers did not receive health insurance.
Rarely did full- or part-time workers receive help with child care from their job.

In summary, the household survey brought into relief the human topography of the
neighborhoods targeted by New Hope. It confirmed that many residents experienced the condi-
tions that New Hope was created to address: poverty, unemployment, jobs with few or no bene-
fits, and reliance on public assistance. Had the program been funded to serve everyone who was
financially eligible and interested in the benefits and services it offered, the survey revealed that
over 12,000 adults would enroll, or about one out of four adults living in the two zip codes. Just
as important, the survey showed that not everyone in the target areas was desperate or needy.
Almost three times as many adults between ages 18 and 65 were working as were on welfare. A
sizable percentage were married and living with a spouse or partner. These facts run counter to
the bleak image presented in some accounts of high-poverty neighborhoods like those targeted
by New Hope.' Rather, they underscore the variety of experiences, needs, and resources of peo-
ple within these inner-city neighborhoods.

B. The Labor Market'

Milwaukee has long been known as an industrial center a city of factories and work-
ers. The breweries and other large manufacturing facilities (for example, Rockwell Automation,
Master Lock, Harley Davidson) that occupy large tracts of land in the city, together with the
transportation arteries and facilities that converge near downtown, reinforce this impression. In
recent decades, however, the city and the region have undergone profound changes in the popu-
lation base and labor market that are not always visible on the surface. For example, the four-
county area that surrounds the City of Milwaukee has grown, while the number of people living
in the city has declined (from 740,000 in 1960 to 628,000 in 1990).9 This trend has been accom-
panied by a shift in many employment opportunities from the city to the outlying suburbs.

The nature of employment in Milwaukee has also changed. Although the region still has
a proportionately greater share of manufacturing jobs than the rest of the nation, that share de-
clined from 40.4 percent of the occupational structure in 1970 to 30.0 percent in 1990. Manu-
facturing jobs have been replaced primarily by sales, clerical, and service jobs. For the region's
workforce, this trend has significant consequences. Unlike manufacturing jobs which tended

'See, for example, Jargowsky, 1997; Wilson, 1987.
'Unless otherwise noted, this section is summarized from Brock et al., 1997, ch. 3.
'Population figures are from the U.S. Census Bureau. The four-county area (which defines the Milwaukee Pri-

mary Metropolitan Statistical Area) includes Milwaukee, Washington, Ozaukee, and Waukesha counties.
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Table 2.2

The New Hope Project

Job Characteristics of Employed Target Area Residents
Between Ages 18 and 65

Job Characteristic Total

Hours worked (%)
(median = 40)

29 or less 11.8

30-39 11.0

40 47.9

41 or more 29.4

Hourly wage (%)
(median = $8.50)

$4.24 or less
$4.25 - 5.99
$6.00 - 9.99
$10.00 - 14.99
$15.00 - 19.99
$20.00 or more

Access to health insurance and child care assistance (%)
Part-time workers (29 hours or less)

Job provides health insurance
Job provides child care, if needed

Full-time workers (30 hours or more) (%)
Job provides health insurance
Job provides child care, if needed

5.3
17.8
37.2
19.9

7.4
5.2

35.8
2.9

72.7
8.1

Sample size (unweighted) 376

SOURCE: New Hope Neighborhood Survey.

NOTES: All numbers except sample size are weighted by gender and number of adults. For a full

explanation of the survey methodology see Brock et al., 1997 app. D.
Distributions may not add to 100.0 because of rounding.
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to offer good pay and benefits to workers, including those who did not have high levels of formal
education service sector jobs generally provide lower pay and fewer benefits. There is evi-
dence that lower-wage jobs have replaced higher-wage jobs in Milwaukee; between 1979 and
1994, for example, the city lost 44,000 jobs that paid over $25,000 annually (in 1994 dollars),
while gaining about 30,000 that paid less than this amount.

Counterbalancing these trends is the good news for workers and the regional economy
of growing numbers of jobs and declining unemployment. As shown in Table 2.3, the number

of jobs in the Milwaukee Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA) grew 8.2 percent be-
tween 1992 and 1997. The table also shows a decline in unemployment for the PMSA from 4.8
percent in 1992 to 3.6 percent in 1997. The City of Milwaukee also experienced job growth and
declining unemployment during this period, although its figures are not as favorable as the
PMSA figures. Employment growth, for instance, was only 2 percent for the city between 1992
and 1997. Similarly, city unemployment rates were consistently 1.4 to 2 percentage points higher
than PMSA rates.° These data suggest that employment opportunities were greater in the suburbs
than in the central city a conclusion that is reinforced by figures on job openings. In October
1995, for example, the City of Milwaukee had nearly 4,800 full-time job openings, Milwaukee
County suburbs had approximately 6,100, and the three neighboring counties had nearly 8,100."

For residents of New Hope's target areas, the employment figures suggest that work was
available for people who wanted it, especially if they could get out to the suburbs. New Hope
staff and other social service professionals generally confirmed this view, but emphasized that
transportation posed a significant challenge to people without a car. A 1994 survey of Milwau-
kee's inner-city residents, which included New Hope's target areas, found that 64 percent of the
unemployed job seekers did not have access to an automobile. (In the New Hope sample, this
figure was 59 percent.)12 From New Hope's target areas, most jobs within Milwaukee County
could be reached in an hour or less (not counting walking time) by public buses, but the towns
and cities that had the largest number of job openings in the three neighboring counties tended
either to be inaccessible by bus or to require commutes of two hours or more each way. People
with automobiles, by contrast, could reach industrial or business centers in almost any part of the
four-county region in less than 50 minutes.

Assuming that target area residents could get to an employer, the next question is whether
they could qualify for a job. An employer survey conducted by the University of Wisconsin
Milwaukee in October 1995 revealed that the majority of open jobs in the Milwaukee area were
available only to persons with some type of credential: a college or community college degree,
occupation-specific experience, or an occupational certificate. Still, nearly 20 percent of the open
positions did not require any type of credential, and another 14 percent required only a high
school diploma. The largest numbers of job openings that had no credential requirements were
found in the Milwaukee County suburbs and the three neighboring counties, underscoring the
importance of job location and transportation access in determining how less-skilled workers
fared in the regional labor market.

'°Calculated from data supplied by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.
"Data from the University of WisconsinMilwaukee, Employment and Training Institute. See Brock et al.,

1997, p. 39.
'This included employed and unemployed people at the time of program entry. See Brock et al., 1997, pp. 44

and 108.
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Table 2.3

The New Hope Project

Employment Growth and Unemployment Rate for the Milwaukee PMSA
and the City of Milwaukee: 1992-1997

Characteristic Area Total

Employment growth' (%)
1992-1997

Unemployment rate (%)
1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

Milwaukee PMSA
City of Milwaukee

Milwaukee PMSA
City of Milwaukee

Milwaukee PMSA
City of Milwaukee

Milwaukee PMSA
City of Milwaukee

Milwaukee PMSA
City of Milwaukee

Milwaukee PMSA
City of Milwaukee

Milwaukee PMSA
City of Milwaukee

8.2
2.0

4.8
6.2

4.4
6.4

4.6
6.5

3.5
5.1

3.4
5.3

3.6
5.6

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

NOTES: The Milwaukee Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA) comprises

Milwaukee County and the three WOW counties (Washington, Ozaukee, and Waukesha).

'Employment growth figures were calculated using data from the U.S. Department of

Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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C. Welfare and Social Services

In Milwaukee County, as in most other parts of the country, the primary provider of pub-
lic assistance to low-income people is the local government. The Milwaukee County Department
of Human Services (DHS) administers the federal, state, and local programs that offer cash as-
sistance, vouchers for food and home heating, medical assistance, and child care assistance to
people in need. In addition, the Milwaukee Department of City Development (DCD) provides
housing assistance to low-income residents. Table 2.4 provides a listing and brief summary of
the major public assistance programs offered by DHS and DCD between 1994 and 1997.

Although many programs were available, the system of public assistance had little coher-
ence. This is not a reflection of poor implementation in Milwaukee, but rather the complex eligi-
bility rules mostly stemming from the federal level that govern every welfare and social
service program. Some operated as entitlements, serving every eligible person who applied; oth-
ers had strict ceilings on the number of people who could be served. Moreover, as outlined in
Chapter 1, some programs ended or changed substantially during the study period. Wisconsin's
General Assistance (GA) program, which provided cash grants to indigent adults who did not
have dependent children and who did not qualify for disability programs, was terminated in
September 1995. Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), a federal program offering
cash grants to impoverished families (most often headed by a single parent), was replaced in
1996 by the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. Wisconsin's version of
TANF, Wisconsin Works (W-2), began implementation in September 1997.

At the start of the New Hope evaluation in 1994, GA and AFDC were the two principal
cash assistance programs for able-bodied people, serving an average monthly caseload of 71,615
and 37,100 cases, respectively. In 1994 the average GA grant was $152 per month. AFDC grants
varied based on family size; for a family of three, the monthly grant was $517. (Wisconsin's
AFDC payment was high relative to the national average of $366 for a family of three in 1994.)"
In addition to cash grants, most GA and AFDC recipients received Food Stamps, valued at an
average of $69 per person each month." Medicaid provided health insurance coverage for AFDC
recipients and a small number of other low-income families. A program called the General As-
sistance Medical Program was started after GA ended to cover medical expenses of what was
formerly the GA population.

W-2 was not a significant source of cash assistance or other services during the period of
the New Hope evaluation. As noted above, implementation began in late 1997 and was not com-
plete until March 1998. However, in preparation for W-2 the state and county introduced four
policies to trim the AFDC rolls and place greater emphasis on work. One was a "diversion" pro-
gram, which required applicants to conduct 60 hours of job search activities as a condition of
getting AFDC. A second was a Pay for Performance plan, which reduced grants proportionately
for every hour of mandated work or training that recipients missed. A third was a program of
managerial incentives and penalties that measured caseload reductions in county welfare offices
and threatened lagging offices with financial cuts. A fourth was to shift all cases headed by a
caretaker relative (that is, an adult other than the parent) off AFDC and onto kinship care, ad-
ministered by the Department of Health and Family Services. These policies, together with the

"U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1994.
"U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1996.
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strong regional economy described above, led to a dramatic decline in Milwaukee's AFDC rolls,

from an average of 35,155 monthly cases in 1995 (before the policies went into effect) to 22,877
monthly cases in 1997.15 By the time the AFDC caseload was fully converted to the W-2 pro-

gram, only about 10,700 families were left on the rolls.16

As Table 2.4 makes clear, a number of public assistance programs provided help other

than cash assistance. For example, DCD operated 4,700 subsidized housing units providing

living quarters to some 13,000 low-income people and offered rental assistance to an addi-
tional 4,800 low-income residents who leased apartments or homes on the private market. As
large as these numbers were, many more people were eligible than received help. DCD staff re-

ported waiting lists of two years for rental assistance, for example." Another important program,
administered by DHS, was the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). This
benefit was offered once per year during the heating season to help low-income households pay
for heating or home weatherization. It was well advertised and widely used by low-income Mil-

waukee residents.

The remaining programs listed in Table 2.4 were much more limited in the number or
type of people they could serve, either because they had a narrow target population or limited
funding (or both). For example, the food vouchers and nutritional counseling available through
the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) were tar-
geted to low-income, pregnant and postpartum women and infants. Transitional Medicaid and
child care benefits were offered for a maximum of 12 months only to former AFDC recipients
who left welfare for employment. Owing to funding constraints, the county's low-income child
care program for non-AFDC families was extremely limited, serving only about 500 families in

January 1996 and approximately 700 families in September 1997, when W-2 was implemented:8

In addition to public assistance programs, Milwaukee had a multitude of community re-

sources both public and private that offered various kinds of help to low-income residents.
Dozens of social service organizations offered everything from child care and Head Start to sub-
stance abuse counseling and emergency food and shelter. Numerous colleges and training pro-
grams helped people learn English, finish high school, acquire a job skill, or earn an advanced
degree or certificate. Several neighborhood development organizations were dedicated to bring-
ing jobs into the central city and developing decent, affordable housing for residents. Figure 2.3
shows the number and the location of these helping organizations throughout Milwaukee County.
Many were clustered in or around the New Hope target areas, suggesting that access to services

was not difficult for most central city residents.

Given the variety of public assistance programs and other social services available, one
might question the need for New Hope. Broadly speaking, New Hope was not the only organiza-
tion that offered the benefits advertised in its recruitment brochures: help in getting work, health
care, child care, or extra money.19 The uniqueness of New Hope, however, was in how it pack-
aged these benefits and services. Collectively, New Hope's benefits and services made it possi-

15AFDC caseload figures provided by the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development.
'Corbett, 1998.
"Information was provided by the DCD Web page and by DCD staff.
1813awasarat and Quinn, 1998.
'Brock et al., 1997, p. 95.
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Figure 2.3

The New Hope Project

Location of Milwaukee County Human Service Providers

*New Hope offices

Four-year colleges:

SiLarge (5)
a Medium (1)

Education, training, or employment services:

OLarge providers (13)
Medium providers (30)
Small or satellite providers (25)

Neighborhood development organizations (26)
*Social service organizations (79)
OWelfare offices (2)

Northside

Southside

0

Scale: 1 inch = 2.4 miles

W+E

SOURCES: Help line Information and Referral Directory, Lincoln Park
1995-1996, and the Milwaukee Public Library T.A.P. into Tutoring Guide,

NOTES: Large providers serve 1,000 or more clients, medium providers
viders serve fewer than 100 clients.

Numbers in parentheses indicate number of providers in each cat
Entire county not shown. For complete map, see Figure 2.1.

o

Community Service Support Directory
1995.

serve 100 to 999 clients, and small pro-
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ble for people to find a job, stay employed, and raise their income above the poverty line. Other
public assistance and social service programs may have been committed to these goals in princi-
ple, but New Hope's benefits made them achievable by anyone willing to work full time. Its offer
of a paid community service job was particularly important in assuring that anyone who wanted
to work could do so. Likewise, the New Hope earnings supplement filled the gap between peo-
ple's income (including the EIC) and the poverty line. These two benefits were not like anything
else offered in Milwaukee or Wisconsin.

New Hope had other important features as well. Unlike the dizzying array of eligibility
rules that characterized Milwaukee's public assistance programs, New Hope enrolled everyone
who met one set of eligibility criteria: an adult resident (age 18 or older) of one of its target areas,
household income at or below 150 percent of poverty level, and able and willing to work full
time. This broad definition meant that New Hope could serve a diverse group of low-income
people, including those who had jobs and those who did not; parents with children and childless
couples or single adults; and people on welfare and people not on welfare. Finally, New Hope
was small enough that it could offer a personalized, caring mode of service delivery that a large
welfare bureaucracy generally could not. The following section describes in more detail what
New Hope offered and how it operated.

III. Program Operations

One of the most important questions the New Hope evaluation had to address was also
the most basic: Could the program be implemented? A constellation of evidence including
interviews with program staff and participants, observations at New Hope's offices and commu-
nity service job sites, and documentation of benefit payments to participants confirms that it
was implemented. The program hired staff, developed operating systems and procedures, re-
cruited participants, and delivered benefits and services to those who qualified. These were no
small accomplishments; as detailed in the first evaluation report, they required many years of
planning, fundraising, and plain hard work by New Hope board members, staff, and supporters.

This section focuses on how New Hope operated during the time covered by this evalua-
tion (August 1994 through December 1997). New Hope's founders had a clear vision about how
the program should help unemployed people and low-wage workers, which led to a distinct pro-
gram ethos and set of operating guidelines.' The reactions and experiences of individual staff
members and participants obviously varied, but as described below some common prac-
tices, behaviors, and attitudes emerged.

A. Participant Pathways

As depicted in Figure 2.4, the experiences of New Hope participants were determined
largely by their employment status when they entered the program. If they were employed full
time which New Hope defined as 30 hours a week or more the program provided access to
financial benefits that would help them stay employed and improve their economic circum-
stances. Program staff would ask participants for documentation of hours worked and wages

'It is common for programs that dispense financial benefits to develop routine procedures, since equitable
treatment of clients is a key concern. See Hasenfeld, 1983.
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earned, interview them about health insurance coverage and child care arrangements, and find
out about the number and ages of family members living in their household. This information
allowed staff to determine participants' eligibility for earnings supplements, health insurance,

and child care assistance.

If participants entered the program unemployed or employed part time, New Hope staff
helped them to find employment. First, staff offered individualized job search assistance to help
participants locate unsubsidized work. If this did not result in employment, staff referred partici-
pants to a paid community service job (CSJ) subsidized by the program. (Part-time CSJs were
available to participants who worked less than 30 hours for another employer.) Although New
Hope always had a ready supply of CSJs, the positions were not guaranteed; participants had to
apply for them just as they would for an unsubsidized job. Once participants started working an
average of at least 30 hours per week whether in community service or in the regular labor
market they were eligible for all of New Hope's financial benefits.

Although Figure 2.4 depicts pathways for entering participants, the procedures were the
same for people already enrolled in the program. An employed participant who lost his or her job
would be expected to conduct a job search.' If the search was unsuccessful, he or she would be
referred to a CSJ. Once a participant moved from a period of unemployment or part-time work to
full-time employment, he or she became eligible for all of New Hope's financial benefits. The
key, at all times, was to work an average of 30 hours per week. No one who worked less than 30
hours could receive financial benefits, but because of the CSJs, no one was denied this opportu-
nity."

It is important to note that each financial benefit was considered separately. For instance,
participants who received health insurance from their employer might not need New Hope's cov-
erage. Similarly, participants who relied on family members to provide child care might not want
New Hope s child care assistance, and participants who had no young children obviously would
not be eligible for child care assistance. New Hope's founders wanted the program to accommo-
date participants with a variety of needs and circumstance and therefore designed the benefits
package to be flexible.

B. Operating Procedures"

Receipt of New Hope benefits and services was not automatic. Each month, program
participants had to take steps to obtain the benefits and services they wanted and for which they
qualified. Likewise, New Hope staff had to follow a set of procedures to make sure that partici-
pants received earnings supplements, health insurance, and child care assistance, and that they
were referred to CSJs when needed. This section explains the rules and how they operated in
practice.

"Participants who had recently lost a job were expected to conduct a job search for three weeks before being
referred to a CSJ. Participants who had been unemployed for a longer period were expected to conduct a job search
for eight weeks before being referred to a CSJ.

"As discussed in the next section of this chapter, program participants could be employed in a New Hope CSJ
for a maximum of 12 months.

"This section is summarized from Brock et al., 1997, ch. 8.
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The earnings supplement. In order to receive an earnings supplement, New Hope par-
ticipants had to present proof of their employment, earnings, and number of hours worked each
month to a staff person (known as a project representative, or "rep") to whom they were as-
signed. The required documentation consisted of the wage stubs attached to participants' pay-
checks from their employer." The project reps reviewed the wage stubs to make sure that partici-
pants worked an average of at least 30 hours a week during the previous month. Assuming that
this condition was met, the project reps determined the earnings supplement amount that partici-
pants were eligible to receive. If participants needed New Hope's health insurance or child care
assistance, the reps also determined the amount of these benefits at this time. Project reps ini-
tially used worksheets, and later an automated system, to calculate benefit payments."

The earnings supplement was retrospective. Participants had to submit their wage stubs
by the 5th of each month in order to receive an earnings supplement for the previous month's
wages. If participants did not meet this deadline, they could still turn in their wage stubs and re-
ceive a check the following month. (Eventually, the program established a 90-day period during
which old pay stubs would be accepted.) Project reps and accounting staff took about two weeks
to process the earnings supplement and distributed checks to participants before the end of the
month.

The earnings supplement that participants received from New Hope was not taxable and
therefore did not have any of the federal or state deductions of a paycheck. However, if partici-
pants elected to use New Hope's health insurance, the amount of their contribution to this benefit
(that is, their copay) was deducted from their earnings supplement. In addition, New Hope occa-
sionally issued small loans to participants to help them with work-related expenses, such as
automobile repairs or work clothes. Loan repayments were also deducted from the supplement
check. New Hope developed a monthly benefits statement, which project reps attached to the
earnings supplement check, to show what deductions were made and how the earnings supple-
ment was calculated. The statement also showed participants the dollar value of all the benefits
and services they .received that month, and their potential income from all sources, including the
federal and state EICs. The statement was designed in part to educate participants about the
availability of the EIC and to encourage them to apply for an advance of the federal EIC from
their employer." Although New Hope tried to make the statement simple to understand, many
participants still found it confusing and had to meet with their project rep for an explanation.27

Unlike many welfare programs, New Hope offered little incentive for participants to un-
derreport employment income, since access to financial benefits was predicated on at least 30
hours of work per week, and the package was designed to reward increased work and income."
Nonetheless, it was possible that some participants might have a second job for which they did

24For the small number of participants who were self-employed, New Hope required copies of self-employment
logs, on which participants were asked to record their work hours and earnings. These participants also had to attach
copies of bills or payments received from their customers. Legitimate business expenses could be deducted from
income so long as they were documented and did not exceed participants' income for the month.

'For 1996 financial benefit tables, see Brock et al., 1997, app. G.
'The Internal Revenue Service permits 60 percent of the minimum EIC that is estimated for a worker at a given

income level and household size to be prorated and advanced in the worker's paychecks.
'For an example of the monthly benefits statement, see Brock et al., 1997, p. 152.
'For a full explanation of the design of the financial benefits package and how it was calibrated to reward in-

creased work and income, see Brock et al., 1997. app C.
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not present wage stubs or have a second wage earner in their household whose income they did
not report. In order to guard against these possibilities, New Hope obtained and reviewed state
unemployment insurance (UI) records for all participants and their spouses. These records pro-
vided a reliable check against unreported employment and income, since most employers are re-
quired to report the wages paid to employees to the state UI system." Among active participants,
instances in which there were large, unexplained gaps between reported and unreported income
were rare. New Hope's policy was to terminate participants who failed to reveal all their income
sources, but a few participants were given a second chance when there appeared to be misunder-
standings about the rules.

Health insurance. New Hope offered health insurance plans through health maintenance
organizations (HMOs). The HMO under contract with Milwaukee County to provide medical
coverage for Medicaid recipients was the one selected by most New Hope participants. New
Hope's plans were comprehensive, covering physician, chiropractic, and optometry services; in-
patient and out-patient hospital services; mental health, alcohol, and drug abuse services; dental
care; emergency care; and pharmaceutical needs. So long as participants obtained treatment from
within their selected HMO group, they had to pay little of the treatment cost.

To qualify for health insurance, New Hope participants had to work an average of at least
30 hours per week and submit wage stub documentation, just as they did to receive earnings sup-
plements. The project reps provided an overview of the plans offered and explained how the
HMOs operated. They encouraged participants to find out which of the HMOs had doctors they
knew and trusted and to seek recommendations from family, friends, or other New Hope partici-
pants. Once participants selected a plan, they completed a simple enrollment form and returned it
to their project rep.

Participants' choice of health insurance plan normally stayed in effect throughout the
time they were enrolled in New Hope, provided that they continued working at least 30 hours per
week. If participants stopped working or had a cutback in hours, New Hope's policy was to allow
them to continue receiving health insurance for three weeks while they continued to look for a
new job. In practice, program staff would extend coverage for up to two months if participants
were actively seeking work or expected their work hours to increase. Staff did not think it made
sense or that it was in participants' best interests to terminate benefits for participants who
would regain eligibility the next month.

New Hope required every participant who used health insurance to contribute toward it
on a monthly basis. The copay amounts were based on a sliding scale that took into account par-
ticipants' income and household size. The copays began at the low end of what many employer-
sponsored plans in the Milwaukee area required of employees ($72 per year for single persons
and $168 for households with three persons or more) and were capped at the high end ($600 a
year for single persons and $1,548 for households with three persons or more). Normally, the co-
pays were deducted from participants' earnings supplements. If participants did not receive
earnings supplements or had higher health insurance copays than supplement amounts, they were
required tp reimburse New Hope each month in order to stay in the plan.

29UI records do not usually include self-employment, some domestic work, military jobs, and informal child
care.
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Many participants did not need New Hope's health insurance because they obtained cov-
erage through Medicaid or from their employer. (Medicaid was always the largest provider of
health insurance and because it required no premiums the most economical choice for par-
ticipants who qualified.) For participants who relied on employer health plans, New Hope would
reimburse them for the difference, if any, between the employer's premium and New Hope's co-
payment. In addition, if they received basic medical coverage from their employer but not dental
insurance, New Hope permitted them to enroll in the dental coverage offered under one of its
plans.

Child care assistance. New Hope participants who had at least one dependent child un-
der age 13 were eligible to receive help with child care expenses. The benefit was strictly finan-
cial; New Hope did not run its own day care facility. The project reps did, however, encourage
participants to find a reliable, good-quality provider and to have a backup in mind. They also
provided assistance to participants who needed help in locating a child care provider. In order to
qualify for New Hope's child care assistance, participants had to choose providers that were
state-licensed or county-certified.

Like the other financial benefits offered by New Hope, the child care assistance was con-
ditioned on participants' working an average of at least 30 hours per week. If participants were
unemployed and looking for work, they were offered child care assistance for up to three hours
per day for a maximum of three weeks. In two-parent families, the second parent was also re-
quired to work at least 15 hours per week in order to qualify for assistance.

New Hope reimbursed child care providers up to the same maximum level that Milwau-
kee County paid for AFDC recipients enrolled in work programs. In contrast to the welfare de-
partment, however, New Hope required participants to cover a portion of the cost. How much
participants had to contribute depended in part on how many children they had in child care. For
families with one child in day care, the minimum copay was $33 per month. For families with
four children or more in day care, the minimum copay was $120 per month. These base rates
gradually increased as family earnings increased. When a family's annual earnings surpassed
$30,000 or exceeded 200 percent of the poverty line for four months in a row, participants were
expected to pay the full cost of their child care expenses.

New Hope expected participants to find a child care provider and to make arrangements
with that provider for payment of services. The project reps issued participants an instruction
packet that explained the policies and contained a child care provider agreement. Participants and
providers filled out and signed the agreement jointly. The child care providers had to indicate the
hourly rates they charged for children in different age groups and for full- or partial-day care and
to submit a copy of their license or certification to New Hope.

Each month, the child care providers and participants completed a form that documented
how many hours of child care they provided to participants' children. The providers were respon-
sible for turning the forms into New Hope, where the project reps verified participants' work
hours. Assuming that participants met the 30-hours-per-week requirement, New Hope issued a
check to the provider for the amount of New Hope's contribution. Participants were required to
make their copay directly to the child care provider. In contrast to the health insurance copay, the
child care copay was not deducted from participants' earnings supplements.
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Although New Hope's reimbursement rates were equal to or slightly higher than those of
the Milwaukee County Department of Human Services, its procedures for reimbursement were
more tightly controlled. Generally speaking, the county would pay the child care providers for
services delivered, even if AFDC recipients did not fulfill the terms of their work program as-
signment. New Hope, on the other hand, did not provide full reimbursement to the providers if
participants' work hours fell below the 30-hours-per-week requirement. Similarly, if participants
failed to turn in their wage stubs so that their work hours could be verified, New Hope paid only
75 percent of the child care provider's bill for that month, less the participant's copay. If the par-
ticipant did not submit wage stubs for the second month, New Hope did not cover the provider's
child care costs at all. These policies led to some friction between New Hope and child care pro-
viders during the program's initial years, but relations improved after staff met with providers
and explained the procedures. New Hope wanted its participants to assume the same level of re-
sponsibility for paying their child care provider that other working families assumed; for provid-
ers, this meant accepting some risk of nonpayment. The risk was counterbalanced by the fact that
New Hope generally reimbursed providers faster than the county and deployed its staff to resolve
any payment problems that arose.

Community Service Jobs (CSJs)." New Hope participants who were unable to find
work in the unsubsidized labor market had the option of applying for a CSJ that paid minimum
wage. Importantly, these jobs enabled participants to qualify for New Hope's earnings supple-
ments, health insurance, and child care assistance, so long as participants met the 30-hour-per-
week requirement. CSJs were developed and funded by New Hope, but were based in private,
nonprofit social service agencies throughout Milwaukee (depicted in Figure 2.3). To minimize
transportation barriers, the jobs were often located in the target neighborhoods. The positions
were designed to help participants gain work experience, build skills, and obtain references that
they could use to find unsubsidized work. Although the CSJs were subsidized, New Hope staff
described them as "real jobs."

New Hope's project reps referred participants to CSJs if they met one of three conditions:
they were unemployed and had not found a job after an eight-week job search; they had lost an
unsubsidized job and had not found another one after a three-week job search; or they were
working part time in the unsubsidized labor market, but needed additional work to fill out the 30-
hour-a-week minimum required to qualify for New Hope financial benefits. CSJs lasted no
longer than six months, but could be repeated once; that is, participants could work in a CSJ for a
total of 12 months during the three years they were enrolled in the program.

Although New Hope staff developed more than enough CSJs for the number of partici-
pants who needed them, the jobs were not guaranteed. Participants had to interview for the posi-
tions they wanted and perform satisfactorily in order to remain on the job. Worksite sponsors
could fire participants who did not show up on schedule or otherwise did not meet their stan-
dards. Likewise, participants had the right to quit a CSJ if it was not to their liking. (Participants
who were fired or quit were allowed up to three more CSJ placements while enrolled in New
Hope.) The CSJ placements were intended to imitate the experience of working in the unsubsi-
dized labor market as much as possible.

"For more details on CSJ implementation, see Poglinco, Brash, and Granger, 1998.
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The program offered participants a range of CSJ assignments to choose from in a variety
of community-based social service agencies. A breakdown of the actual assignments made in
1996 (a year program staff described as typical) is shown in Figure 2.5. Office support positions
(namely, reception and clerical work) were most common, followed by property maintenance
and building construction or rehabilitation. A number of participants also worked in the child
care and food service fields. In general, the positions were entry level and placed a greater em-
phasis on exposing participants to the world of work (showing up on time, getting along with
supervisors and coworkers, and so on) than on acquiring specific occupational skills. A small
number of participants, however, were assigned to "work teams" that received close supervision
and introductory training in manufacturing or housing renovation/lead abatement.

With the exception of work teams which were designed as four-to-six-month place-
ments New Hope staff encouraged participants to move out of CSJs and into unsubsidized
work as quickly as possible. Hence, participants were encouraged to continue their job search
while working in a CSJ. Project reps thought that it was in participants' best interest to "bank"
as much of the 12-month CSJ allotment as possible, to safeguard against future unemployment.
While this may have been in participants' best interest, the policy did not always please worksite
sponsors, who generally would have preferred knowing that participants would stay on the job
for at least a full six months. Still, New Hope never had difficulty finding enough work sponsors
to provide CSJ positions for its participants.

The administration of CSJs involved a partnership between New Hope, the sponsoring
worksites, and the Milwaukee Private Industry Council (PIC). New Hope staff recruited social
service agencies to develop "slots," referred participants, and monitored both the participants and
the worksites. The sponsoring agencies developed job descriptions, supplied the work, inter-
viewed applicants, and supervised the participants they hired. The PIC, under contract with New
Hope, acted as the actual "employer" and handled the payroll, using funds supplied by New
Hope.. As the employer, the PIC covered worker's compensation benefits if CSJ participants
were injured on the job. However, because the CSJs were classified as a time-limited training
program, participants were not eligible for state unemployment insurance benefits when they
were terminated.

New Hope participants in CSJs reported to work as scheduled by the worksite. Every two
weeks, they filled out a time sheet, had it signed by their worksite sponsor, and submitted it to
New Hope. Participants were paid only for the hours they worked. New Hope CSJ staff reviewed
the time sheets and distributed copies to the PIC and to participants' project reps. The PIC issued
participants' paychecks, while the reps checked to see whether participants had worked enough
hours to receive earnings supplements, health insurance, and child care assistance. If so, the proj-
ect reps processed these benefits just as they would for any participant employed in a regular job.

C. Interactions Between Participants and Staff"

The earnings supplement, health insurance, child care, and CSJs described above com-
bine to make New Hope unlike any other program. To view New Hope only in terms of these
benefits and services, however, is to overlook the importance of the verbal communications and
personal interactions between participants and staff. Many participants credited their project rep

"This section is summarized from Brock et al., 1997, ch. 7.
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Figure 2.5

The New Hope Project

Community Service Job Assignments: January-December 1996
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with giving them the information, motivation, and support they needed to achieve their employ-
ment goals and make other positive changes in their life. Some participants said that the relation-
ships they established with program staff were equal to or more important than the financial
benefits and services that they received. This finding was underscored by the responses to an
open-ended question on the 24-month follow-up survey, in which members of the program group
were asked to name the things they "liked most" about New Hope." The most frequent answer,
given by 43 percent of the respondents, was "help from staff." The earnings supplement and
"help in getting or looking for a job" were the second most common answers, each named by 20
percent of the respondents."

As the section on operating procedures made clear, the project reps servedas the primary
point of contact for program participants, performing a role that most social service programs
would call case management. Each rep was responsible for about 75 participants, for whom he or
she processed all benefits and, as necessary, made referrals to CSJs. Benefits processing con-
sumed the largest amount of reps' time: about 10 days per month. Much of their remaining time
was spent in one-on-one or small group meetings with participants. As explained below, these
interactions had three major purposes: encouraging maximum benefit use by participants,
coaching participants on how to look for work and move up the job ladder, and counseling or ad-
vising participants on personal matters.

Encouraging maximum benefit use. In many social welfare programs, staff try to limit
benefit use, either to conserve program resources or to discourage "dependence" (or both). New
Hope staff thought about benefit use quite differently. In order to achieve the program's main
objective to help participants leave poverty through employment staff wanted participants
to make full use of the earnings supplement, health insurance, child care assistance, and (when
needed) CSJs. They also encouraged participants to take full advantage of other benefits and pro-
grams in the community that might improve their employment and economic circumstances. For
example, if participants received Medicaid through the county welfare department, New Hope
staff encouraged them to get transitional Medicaid benefits (available for up to 12 months for
AFDC recipients who left welfare for employment before switching to New Hope's health insur-
ance). This made good sense for participants, since New Hope's coverage was similar to Medi-
caid but required a monthly copayment. Similarly, New Hope staff encouraged participants to
look at job listings at the Milwaukee Job Centers, where government, nonprofit, and for-profit
organizations offered help to area residents who wanted to find work.

Staff's primary concern when talking with participants was to make sure they understood
the New Hope offer completely and made informed choices about which benefits to use. They
regularly inquired about changes in participants' employment or family circumstances that could
affect their eligibility for benefits and services. Although every participant received a handbook
that explained the offer in simple terms, staff found that they had to go over this information fre-
quently. As one rep explained:

"At the time of the survey, interviewers recorded respondents' comments verbatim. Similar comments were
later assigned a code. The coded responses were tallied to produce the rankings reported in this section. Respon-
dents were allowed to name as many things as they wished; all responses were coded and tallied.

"The results are particularly striking, given that the question on "what you've liked most" came at the end of
the survey, after respondents addressed numerous questions about their employment and income, economic well-
being, and (for the program group) use of New Hope's financial benefits and CSJs.
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What you say and what people hear are often two different things. It takes repeti-
tion. . . . For instance, I had a man who came into the program and was working.
He did not qualify for benefits the first time because he didn't have enough hours.
I had to explain again our requirements. That is what I mean by repetition. Then
he lost his employment. He chose not to share that with me until the next month. I
noticed there were only two check stubs rather than four. I asked him, he said,
"oh, well, I lost my job." I had to say, "just inform me, please, when changes oc-
cur. You may be eligible for community service. I want you to be aware of what
resources you can utilize." Just getting them to see, if you lose employment and
you don't tell me . . . well, it's like the phrase, "I can't fix something if I don't
know it is broken."

As the above quotation makes clear, the reps were able to perform their work most effectively
when participants were forthcoming with information about what was happening in their life and
asked for help. To facilitate this type of dialogue, reps tried to schedule in-person meetings or
talk on the telephone with participants every month. If necessary, they also made themselves
available to meet with participants after office hours.

The reps were expected to account for every participant during biweekly meetings with
their supervisor or other staff. If participants elected not to use New Hope benefits, the reps had
to explain why. If participants simply dropped out with no explanation, reps were expected to try
to locate them and invite them back. The program also took steps to encourage participants to
initiate contacts with their reps, including sending out letters and flyers to remind participants of
the benefits and services available and to profile the successes of individuals who took advantage
of New Hope to find employment and attain other personal goals. Finally, the program regularly
sponsored informational workshops on such topics as home buying and personal financial man-
agement and arranged social events, such as annual summer picnics, to provide opportunities for
staff and participants to interact and encourage participants to stay connected to the program.

Many participants took note of the concerted efforts made by project reps to help them
access benefits and services. During field interviews and focus group discussions, one of the
most persistent themes was recognition of and appreciation for the help the reps offered. As one
participant explained:

My project rep, she's really good. She helps me out a lot . . . I mean with any-
thing. When I needed help to mail out my check and stuff, she mailed 'em. She
helped me get my daughter into this day care center, right here. Health insurance,
everything.

Not everyone found his or her rep to be this helpful. As occurs in any program setting, staff
sometimes had disagreements with participants or did not satisfy their requests for assistance."
The field research and the two-year survey provided no evidence, however, that the reps ever re-

'As discussed in Chapter 3, about 20 percent of the program group did not use financial benefits during the
two-year follow-up period. Among the group who reported using no benefits or services, 12 percent said they did
not participate because the reps were not helpful or changed too often, and 9 percent said they did not participate
because reps did not answer repeated contacts.
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fused service to a participant or that anyone was denied a benefit for which he or she was eligi-
ble.

Job coaching. This role had two dimensions: helping participants who were unemployed
to find work and encouraging participants who were already employed to seek better work op-
portunities. The reps took various approaches to helping participants find employment. Some
reps would search "employment wanted" advertisements on participants' behalf, and with
participants' permission set up interviews for them with employers. Others merely directed
participants to resources in the community where job opportunities were listed. All of the reps
provided help to participants in developing or updating their résumés and in practicing their job
interviewing skills.

During focus group meetings and field interviews, New Hope participants described the
reps' job coaching role mainly in motivational terms. Among participants who were working,
most said that they did not find their job through New Hope, but many who started working after
they enrolled in New Hope credited the program staff with giving them the confidence to look
for work. The following comment was typical:

I found my job on my own, but they gave me the initiative. They gave me, you
know, that push.

Many participants welcomed the support and encouragement they received from their project
reps while they were looking for work. They liked having someone who was "on their side" a
person to whom they could reveal their aspirations and fears about employment. By contrast,
participants often depicted county welfare department staff and sometimes their own family
members or friends as pressuring them into making decisions that were not in their best inter-
est.

As a group, the project reps shared several strong beliefs about employment that influ-
enced their role as job coaches. First, they believed that every participant was employable. Reps
tended not to dwell on participants' barriers to employment, other than to say how New Hope's
benefits and services might help them overcome barriers that they might have experienced in the
past. This is not to say that the reps ignored issues that could make it difficult to find or keep a
job, such as the lack of a high school diploma or GED or a substance abuse problem. Whenever
possible, however, New Hope staff encouraged participants to go to school or seek other appro-
priate help while working. In situations in which the problems required significant attention to
address, reps advised participants to get help from other organizations first and return to New
Hope when they were ready to work.

A second belief was that almost any job was better than unemployment. Minimum wage
and entry-level jobs, for example, were acceptable. One rep gave the following advice to a par-
ticipant who was considering employment at a fast food restaurant:

McDonald's is not a bad place to work for awhile. You learn customer service,
you learn food preparation, maintenance. For six months, this is not a bad option
if it is helping you move forward in the long run.

Staff drew the line at jobs that were physically hazardous or that would subject participants to
harassing or degrading conditions, but otherwise felt that participants were better off working
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even if it meant starting at the bottom. The time to look for a better job, staff reasoned, was after
becoming employed and collecting New Hope benefits.

A third belief expressed by many of the project reps was the importance of a positive at-
titude in finding and keeping a job. Staff did not deny that factors like a lack of an educational
credential or racial discrimination in the labor market could pose barriers for some people, but
did not allow participants to turn such problems into excuses for not working. One rep, himself a

person of color, said he addressed the issue of racial discrimination as follows:

I think attitude is key. If you go out to [a Milwaukee suburb], some of my African
American males say, "no one will hire me for this job." I say, "if you are here at

7:00 . . . , it doesn't matter what color you are, how big or how small. They want
someone who will do the job. That is what you need to show."

This project rep, along with many of his colleagues, felt that an important part of being an effec-
tive job coach was helping participants recognize the positive features within themselves that
made them employable rather than dwell on the reasons why they might not get hired.

Finally, the project reps believed that every employment experience even a bad one
afforded an opportunity for participants to grow. The reps tended not to feel disappointed with
participants who quit a job or who were fired, even if the job was obtained through New Hope.
One rep recounted the following exchange he had with a participant who walked off a CSJ after a
disagreement with a supervisor:

I asked him, "what did you learn from this? What would you do differently next
time?" He said he didn't know. I told him to think about it. He said, "I left [the
CSJ], I don't want to think about it again." I said, "you may find yourself in this
situation again; it's important to learn from it." As we talked, he realized that he
could have done some things differently so he could have left on a better note, so
that he could use them as a reference. Now he is unable to. He worked six weeks,
but it is just like he had no employment.

The project reps tried to instill in participants a future orientation. They tried to help participants
not to become stymied by past negative experiences, but rather to learn from them. Even un-
pleasant job situations, staff suggested, could be used to help participants clarify their employ-
ment objectives and if participants left on a good note obtain a reference.

Counseling and advising. As reps got to know participants better, some participants
would talk about such personal matters as their relationships with spouses, partners, or children;
painful experiences in their past; or their hopes and fears for the future. Although the reps were
not trained as professional counselors and held no illusions that they could provide intensive
counseling for people with serious problems they generally felt comfortable acting as a
sounding board for participants. As one rep explained:

A lot of people really allow their unemployment to pull them down emotionally.
Basically, my role is to listen. I am not trying to be a psychiatrist or anything. But
sometimes I hear things they don't even know they are saying.

The reps believed they performed a useful function simply by allowing participants to
talk. They tried to be active listeners, giving participants their full attention and acknowledging
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participants' emotions. As appropriate, staff offered specific advice, sometimes drawing on their
own experiences in dealing with problems similar to those that participants described. In other
instances, they referred participants to other organizations in Milwaukee that could offer appro-
priate help. Many participants commented favorably on the reps' ability to listen and provide
helpful referrals, as evident in one man's remarks:

[My rep] was cool. Because he not only treated us [right] because we're New
Hope people, he treated us [right] 'cause we're people. He'd even talk to me about
things that didn't have to do with the job and stuff, just to keep me on an even
keel.

Being "treated right" was a common theme that emerged during focus groups and individual in-
terviews with participants. Many participants told about feeling ignored or degraded by welfare
and employment programs. New Hope, they said, was different. As one participant stated suc-
cinctly, "New Hope makes you feel good about yourself and welfare dehumanizes you." Another
participant explained:

To your AFDC caseworker, you're just a number. Here, you're a person. My job
was cut down to two days. I talked with my rep. He helped me with my résumé
and look for a new job. . . . My rep always returns my calls and gets back to me.
When I first came to New Hope, I didn't have a GED. My oldest son wanted help
with his algebra. I couldn't do it. I asked my rep where I could get a GED. He re-
ferred me to six places! . . . Any kind of problem, I get help with here.

For many participants, it was the active support and encouragement they received from their reps
not just the financial benefits and services they received that distinguished New Hope from

other social service programs they had experienced.

D. Implementation Issues and Challenges

The New Hope program evolved over time. The core objectives on which the program
was founded never changed, but the board and staff were always searching for ways to make the
program operate more smoothly and serve participants more effectively. For example, they in-
vested considerable resources into developing an automated management information system
(MIS) to replace the paper forms and tables that were initially used by the reps to calculate par-
ticipants' benefits every month. They simplified child care payment procedures when it became
clear that the old system which involved two-party checks issued by New Hope and signed by
participants resulted in some child care providers not getting paid promptly. They revised
program brochures and other documents to try to do a better job of explaining New Hope bene-
fits and services to participants."

Some of the problems the board and staff encountered proved more intractable than oth-
ers. Field interviews with program staff and participants pointed to four major issues or chal-
lenges that persisted throughout the first few years of program implementation:

Communicating the New Hope offer in a way that participants could fully under-
stand. During sample recruitment, staff quickly realized that many people living in the target

'For more background on these issues, see Brock et al., 1997, chs. 2, 5, and 8.
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areas had trouble understanding the New Hope offer for several reasons, including the inherent

complexity of the design of the benefits and services, skepticism about the genuineness of the
offer, and confusion about the relationship between New Hope and federal and state welfare re-
form efforts." Even after assignment to the program group, participants' lack of understanding
manifested itself in different ways, such as when they forgot that they could work in a CSJ if
they lost employment or when they questioned whether they could keep their New Hope health
insurance if they got sick and experienced a temporary reduction in work hours.37 Many partici-
pants also had trouble understanding how benefits were calculated or why benefit amounts fluc-
tuated from month to month.

The reasons for fluctuations in the amount of earnings supplements that participants re-
ceived proved especially difficult to understand or explain. The earnings supplement was very
sensitive to changes in participants' monthly earnings, household size, and household composi-
tion (number of earners); changes in any of these circumstances could lead to changes in the sup-
plement amount. Even for steady workers, changes in the number of work hours, work days, or
pay days in a month could result in significant variation in the earnings supplement amount they
received. This made sense from a benefit design standpoint, since the objective was to lift house-
hold income near or above the poverty level on a monthly basis. From a user perspective, how-
ever, the fluctuations often bred confusion or frustration. One participant put it this way:

I think that's how to get disappointed every month. I would think I was getting a
certain amount and I'd come pick up my check and my check was different from

what I was told. . . . So I got fed up with that. That's why I didn't come anymore.

Although this participant's reaction was extreme, field interviews with staff and participants in-
dicated that uncertainty over benefit amounts was common. Former welfare recipients reportedly
had the most difficulty understanding benefit fluctuations, since they were accustomed to the
relative stability of their welfare checks. Although New Hope staff developed written materials

to explain how earnings supplements were determined and often reviewed the benefit calcula-

tions with participants the logic behind the benefit formulas continued to elude many partici-

pants.

Getting participants to take full advantage of the advanced Earned Income Credit.
As previously noted, to help raise participants' household incomes near or above poverty level,
the New Hope benefit package took into account all cash income available to the participant, in-
cluding earnings, the earnings supplement, and the federal and state EICs. The fact that the fed-
eral ETC could be used to supplement the incomes of low-income workers throughout the year

not just at tax time was an important element of the design. The Internal Revenue Service
permits 60 percent of the minimum EIC that is estimated for a worker at a given income level
and household size to be prorated and advanced in workers' paychecks; to qualify, workers need
only file a simple form with their employer.

New Hope's board and staff took a strong position that participants should understand the
opportunity provided by the advanced EIC payment to increase the amount of money they had to

36For an in-depth discussion of sample recruitment and problems in communicating the New Hope offer, see
Brock et al., 1997, ch. 5.

"See Benoit, 1996, pp. 23-24.
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live on each month. Staff tried many different approaches to educate participants about the EIC,
including adding a line to participants' monthly New Hope benefit statement that showed them
how much they could receive in advanced EIC payments from their employer. Some participants
heeded the advice, but staff estimated that three out of four participants continued to receive the
EIC in a lump sum after filing taxes.38 Recent field research on a group of families with children
in the New Hope sample" together with other studies of EIC use" indicates that many peo-
ple preferred to receive the lump sum, either to have sufficient cash to make large purchases (a
car or an appliance, for example) or to pay off debts. Some people may also not understand how
to request the advanced EIC from their employer or be reluctant to ask.

Achieving and maintaining high rates of participation. As discussed earlier, New
Hope staff tried to help participants maximize their use of New Hope benefits and services. Nev-
ertheless, it was consistently lower than the board and staff expected. Use rates and patterns will
be discussed in the next chapter, but the reasons for nonuse frequently had a sound basis. For ex-
ample, some people decided they were not ready to work at least 30 hours per week, perhaps be-
cause they wanted to go back to school or to watch after their children. Others moved out of the
Milwaukee area and could not easily maintain contact with the program.4' Staff understood these
reasons; what they found more troubling were participants who simply dropped out with no ex-
planation. Project reps typically spent a few hours each month trying to track d6wn these indi-
viduals, often without success.

On reflection, the requirement that participants submit wage stubs to qualify for monthly
benefits probably contributed to the lower-than-anticipated use. Although the requirement did not
seem onerous, it had the effect of forcing participants to decide each month whether or not to re-
ceive benefits. In contrast, deciding to receive the advanced EIC involved filling out only one
form with an employer, and deciding to receive AFDC generally required an application and re-
view every six months. Even if participants did not consciously choose to forgo receipt of New
Hope benefits, simply forgetting to submit wage stubs on time or being too busy to meet the
deadline led to the same outcome." To the extent that this occurred, New Hope's objective of
raising participants' monthly income and providing continuous health insurance and child care
assistance was undermined.

Balancing the need for consistent procedures with the desire to accommodate par-
ticipant circumstances. New Hope's board and staff were.committed to principles of customer
service. They did not want the program to become rigid and bureaucratic; if participants ques-
tioned a rule or did not follow a certain procedure, they were willing to talk through the situation
and revise policies when needed. As time went on, however, they became increasingly aware of

38The estimate was based on a staff-initiated review of 50 randomly selected cases. Project reps also confirmed
this estimate based on their interactions with participants.

'Otherwise known as the ethnographic sample of the Child and Family Study. See Appendix J for an explana-

'See, for example, Olson and Davis, 1994; U.S. General Accounting Office, 1992.
'Participants could continue to receive financial benefits from New Hope as long as they lived in Wisconsin,

provided that they continued to submit wage stubs to their project reps. Participants who moved out of state could
not continue to receive benefits.

'Participants who missed a monthly deadline for submitting wage stubs had up to 90 days to turn them in to
qualify for earnings supplements and other benefits. Such delays, however, could lead to gaps in benefit receipt and
kept New Hope from helping participants increase and stabilize monthly income.
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" 118



the need for consistency. For example, they had to decide how many times participants could
quit or be fired from a CSJ before New Hope would cease to provide them with new CSJ oppor-
tunities. (They decided that three times was the limit.) Similarly, they had to determine how
many days participants could be late in submitting wage stubs before being told that they would
have to wait until the following month to receive financial benefits. (At first, staff allowed par-
ticipants to be one or two days late, but gradually became more strict about enforcing the dead-

line.)

The need for consistency was driven in part by the need to treat participants equally and
fairly, but also by staff's need to manage their workload. One project rep, recounting his frustra-
tion with participants who repeatedly missed the deadline for submitting wage stubs, put it this

way:

I struggle with some people who don't want to demonstrate responsibility. They
bring in check stubs on the 6th rather than the 5th. Well, I can deal with that. But
next month they bring it in on the 10th. We need to work more in finding middle
ground between being sensitive and accommodating and following the procedures
we have established.

As the above quotation implies, staff did not want to enforce the rules just for the rules' sake. At
the same time, they gradually realized that they could not bend the rules repeatedly. Much of the
time they spent in biweekly supervisory and staff meetings was on clarifying program procedures
and determining how to reach the appropriate balance between consistency and flexibility.

While the issues and challenges described above were taken seriously by New Hope's
board and staff, it is important to note what was not on the list. Absent are any indications that
the program failed to deliver on its promised benefits and services. Absent as well are any signs
that significant numbers of participants or staff were unhappy or disappointed with the program.
New Hope may not have operated perfectly no program ever has but it largely accom-
plished what it set out to do: implement a coherent, flexible, and supportive approach to helping
people find employment and lift themselves out of poverty. The New Hope benefit package and
mode of service delivery was fundamentally different from any welfare or other service program
that was available.

The strongest support for this conclusion came from program participants. During focus
group interviews with 36 program group members in October 1995,4' an overwhelming majority
spoke passionately about the importance of specific benefits and services to them and their fami-
lies and of the sense of security they felt because of their access to New Hope. They compared
New Hope favorably with other employment and welfare programs they had experienced. In one
participant's words:

It's a whole completely different thing. They [New Hope] give you a chance.
Where some of those programs, to me, are downbeat.

'The focus group interviews were attended by 36 out of 100 randomly selected program group members. The
characteristics of the 36 attendees were representative of the larger group. See Benoit, 1996.
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Or as another participant explained:

In AFDC, I was just a Social Security number, with an economic history. They
don't treat you with respect as a competent human being. I was on AFDC not be-
cause I am incapable or I did not have the ability to work. I was there because, in
that moment, I simply did not have the capacity to leave my baby in day care and
go and look for a job. And the jobs that you can find, they only pay like $4.25 and
this is not compatible. Through AFDC, you receive a fair treatment from your so-
cial worker, but not when you need to go and deal with the' receptionist, or if you
go to the store and pay with Food Stamps, or if you go to the doctor and show
your Title XIX [Medicaid] card . . . you don't receive the respect you deserve as a
person.

Many of the focus group participants credited New Hope with giving them the confidence to
look for work, leave welfare, or make other positive changes in their lives. Among the few ex-
pressed disappointments was that the program could not serve more people."

The two-year follow-up survey similarly detected a high level of participant satisfaction
with New Hope. When program group members were asked an open-ended question about what
they would like to see changed about the program, 44 percent responded, "nothing." The second-
ranking response volunteered by 11 percent was to expand the program. Nine percent said
that the program should last longer than three years (tied for the third most frequent response).
Pointing to an area of possible improvement, 9 percent also said that there should be more or
better communication between participants and the program. This may have reflected the diffi-
culties that many program group members had in understanding the New Hope offer or the fluc-
tuations in benefits. All other changes suggested were reported by fewer than 4 percent of the
respondents."

The following chapter describes in detail the characteristics of the New Hope sample and
examines the use of New Hope 'benefits and services, other community resources outside New
Hope, and reasons for nonuse of benefits. The chapter thus completes the story on program im-
plementation and provides the remaining context needed to interpret New Hope's effects.

"Benoit, 1996.
'At the time of the survey, interviewers recorded respondents' comments verbatim. Similar comments were

later assigned a code and tallied to produce the rankings reported in this section. Multiple responses were allowed,
but for this analysis the "nothing" or "no changes" response was counted only if it was the only response to the
question of what the respondent would like to see changed about the NewHope Project.
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Chapter 3

Sample Characteristics and Participants' Use
of Benefits and Services

Before discussing the effects of New Hope on poverty, employment, and other outcomes,
it is necessary to answer two questions about this' study and about the New Hope Project,
namely: Who was in the New Hope sample, and what benefits and services did New Hope pro-
vide? Together the answers to these two questions describe the context of the New Hope program
effects, enabling us to understand how these effects occurred and how New Hope's lessons can
be applied beyond the immediate program.

Sample characteristics and benefit use were discussed extensively in the previous report
on New Hope,' a discussion that will not be repeated here. However, this chapter adds important
new findings to that report, primarily in three areas. First, it describes the characteristics of some
subgroups of the full sample who will be at the center of the impact analysis later in this report.
Second,the follow-up for measures of program participation and service use are extended from
one to two years, providing a more complete picture of New Hope's contributions to program
participants. Third, the discussion in this chapter of service receipt by controls allows us to com-
pare the New Hope program with the existing service delivery system serving low-income resi-
dents of Milwaukee. Data for this comparison were collected with the two-year follow-up survey,
which asked both research groups the same questions about services and program participation.

The chapter is structured as follows: after listing key findings, it discusses the recruitment
effort to enroll sample members in the New Hope program, describes the characteristics of the
sample at random assignment, and introduces key subgroups. Further sections present New Hope
benefit use and participation among program group members; explore reasons for nonparticipa-
tion, as recorded in the two-year follow-up survey; and introduce the Child and Family Study
(CFS) sample and describe their benefit use. The chapter concludes by presenting service receipt
among controls, contrasting it with the experiences of the New Hope program group.

I. Key Findings

Despite initial difficulties, New Hope successfully recruited a varied group of
sample members from many different demographic groups in the community.
At the time they entered the study, many sample members were using welfare
or other social services in the community.

Almost 80 percent of all program group members received financial benefits
at some point during the two-year follow-up period, although much smaller
numbers qualified for benefits in any given month.

'Brock et al., 1997.
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Sample members who were employed full time when they applied for New
Hope received more program benefits than those who first had to secure full-
time employment.

Control group members had access to some of the same services provided by
New Hope, through either the welfare department or their employer. Many re-
ceived child care subsidies and health care, although more controls than New
Hope program group members were without these services.

The earnings supplements and community service jobs were unique features
of New Hope, unavailable to controls. In addition to these and other financial
benefits, New Hope offered participants an incentive to work full time, a guar-
anteed job, guaranteed affordable health insurance and child care, and a sup-
portive program environment. All of these featrures combined to make the
New Hope experience different from what participants would have experi-
enced without New Hope.

II. Sample Recruitment

The sample for the New Hope evaluation was recruited over a period beginning in July
1994 and ending in December 1995. Although the recruitment process took longer than antici-
pated, staff ultimately succeeded in getting 1,362 eligible residents of the target areas to submit
an application and go through the random assignment process.' The principal challenge that staff
faced was making target area residents aware of the new program and educating them about what
New Hope had to offer and how it differed from other programs. Staff also had to explain the
evaluation and make sure that applicants who agreed to take part in the study understood the im-
plications of being randomly assigned to either the program or control group.

To get the word out about New Hope, staff used a variety of strategies. The most success-
ful were informational letters mailed to public assistance recipients who resided in the target ar-
eas and presentations to local social service organizations, churches, schools, and businesses.
New Hope also ran stories and advertisements in local media, posted flyers, hired a canvassing
firm to deliver brochures to every residence, set up a telephone hotline, and encouraged program
participants to refer eligible friends and relatives. Informational materials were translated into
Spanish and Hmong, and multilingual staff were hired to make contact with all of the ethnic
groups living in the target areas. When recruitment lagged in the Southside target area, New
Hope opened a satellite office that Southside residents could reach more easily than the main
Northside office and that provided greater visibility for the program.

2At the beginning of the evaluation, New Hope set a sample goal of 1,200. The number was increased in part
because the use of benefits and services turned out to be lower than expected, making it possible to enroll more
people without raising program costs. New Hope's board and staff were also concerned when the recruitment effort
initially yielded more applicants from the Northside target area than from the Southside. They extended the recruit-
ment period and raised the enrollment goal in part to achieve greater balance in the number of sample members
from each target area. As noted in Chapter 1, five New Hope participants were dropped from the evaluation because
of missing background information forms (BIFs), resulting in a total sample of 1,357.
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The goal of recruitment was to get people to attend a program orientation where New
Hope staff described the benefits and services and the evaluation in detail. They discussed how
New Hope's benefits and services would make people better off financially and explained why
the evaluation was being conducted and how the random assignment process worked. Plenty of
time was allotted for questions and answers. At the end of the session, people who were inter-
ested in applying to New Hope met with a program staff member to determine whether they met
the eligibility criteria (at least 18 years old, a resident of one of the target areas, able and willing
to work full time, and household income at or below 150 percent of poverty). Those who were
eligible signed a statement agreeing to participate in the study and completed a set of baseline
questions about their demographic characteristics, employment experiences, and attitudes toward
work and welfare. Random assignment which was conducted by MDRC staff took place
immediately after the baseline forms were completed, and resulted in an immediate determina-
tion of research group status. The 678 applicants who were assigned to the program group were
told that they were eligible for New Hope benefits and services for three years from the date of
random assignment. The 679 applicants who were assigned to the control group were told that
they could not participate in New Hope, but were given a list of other community resources that
they could go to on their own for help with employment or other social services.

Although New Hope ended up exceeding its sample goal, the recruitment effort proved
much more difficult than staff expected. The federal and state welfare reforms taking place dur-
ing the recruitment period dominated much of the local media and preoccupied many target area
residents who relied on public assistance. Many people had trouble differentiating New Hope
from these reforms or thought it sounded "too good to be true." Many low-income working peo-
ple were too busy with their own lives to come to an orientation meeting. Some target area resi-
dents were put off by the evaluation or the random assignment process, particularly if they knew
someone who had been assigned to the control group. Finally, the geographic boundaries proved
to be a significant limitation. They restricted the eligible pool, were cumbersome to explain (and
interfered with the main message about the program), and did not account for the fact that many
target area residents moved frequently often to areas nearby, but outside the eligible service
zone.

Once people attended a program orientation, they usually reacted positively to New
Hope. The great majority of orientation attenders who met New Hope's eligibility criteria elected
to go through the random assignment process. During focus group interviews with people re-
cently assigned to the program group, researchers asked what made them decide to 'apply.' Child
care and health insurance were cited as the main draws, followed by an interest in finding work
or better job opportunities. Focus group participants also expressed a desire for the security and
peace of mind that New Hope seemed to offer. Finally, many of the focus group participants said
that they were ready to make a change in their lives: to leave welfare, find a new job, alter their
living situation or their personal relationships. They talked about New Hope as facilitating or
making change less risky.

The way recruitment and orientation were conducted and the factors that led people to

'One hundred program group members including active participants and nonparticipants were randomly
selected to participate in focus group interviews. The interviews took place in October 1995, or about 14 months
after the start of random assignment. Thirty-six persons attended the focus groups. The characteristics of those who
attended were representative of the larger group. See Benoit, 1996.
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apply have at least two important implications for the evaluation. First, because many sample
members were recruited from public assistance lists and from other social service agencies, the
use of such resources during the follow-up period by program and control group members is
likely to be high. Members of the program group will have to determine whether New Hope of-
fers greater value to them than the other resources available in the community and whether to
use New Hope by itself or in combination with these other resources. Second, the requirement
that program applicants be ready and willing to work full time combined with the frequent indi-
cations that they were ready to make changes in their lives suggest that sample members' moti-
vation levels were high. Because of random assignment, both program and control groups were
similarly disposed at enrollment. The test for New Hope is whether it will help program group
members find and keep employment and achieve other personal goals at significantly higher lev-
els during the follow-up period than their counterparts in the control group.

III. Characteristics of the New Hope Sample

As described above, New Hope's recruitment effort was both limited and broad: limited
in that it enrolled only people living in the target areas who met the income and employability
criteria, but broad in that it imposed no restrictions based on household composition or other
categories.'

The program designers placed a high value on serving people from many different back-
grounds and expected that they would use New Hope benefits and services as their personal
needs and circumstances demanded. For example, as discussed in Chapter 2, the program as-
sisted participants differently depending on their employment status. Participants who were em-
ployed an average of at least 30 hours per week were immediately eligible for earnings supple-
ments, health insurance, and child care assistance. Those who were not employed full time
received individualized job search assistance and, if necessary, could apply for a community
service job; after attaining the 30-hour minimum, they, too, qualified for New Hope's financial
benefits.

Because of the different needs and circumstances of sample members at enrollment
and because of the distinct program pathways available to them much of the remainder of this
report will analyze their program experiences and impacts separately. At the point of random as-
signment, 418 people met New Hope's criterion for full-time employment and 935 did not.5
Their characteristics are shown in Table 3.1.6

Many of the demographic characteristics of the subgroups employed full time and not

4The New Hope Neighborhood Survey compared the characteristics of these sample members with a neighbor-
hood sample of individuals identified as eligible and interested in the program (Brock et al., 1997, p. 125). The sur-
vey found that their characteristics were quite similar, suggesting that the findings of this study can be generalized
to similar low-income populations in other parts of Milwaukee and possibly in other cities.

'Four individuals were missing information about employment status and therefore are not included in the two
employment subgroups.

'The table does not present separate columns for program and control group members because the random as-
signment process ensured that their characteristics were similar at enrollment. Readers who wish to see a breakdown
of sample characteristics by program or control group status and the results of statistical tests for significant differ-
ences are referred to Appendix E.
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Table 3.1

The New Hope Project

Selected Characteristics, Opinions, and Employment History of the New Hope Full Sample,
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Sample and Characteristic by Measure

Full
Sample

Employed
Full Time

Not Employed
Full Time

Selected Characteristics from Background Information Form

Demographic characteristic

Gender (%)
Female 71.6 70.8 72.1

Male 28.4 29.2 27.9

Age (%)
18-19 6.3 4.8 6.8

20-24 22.3 22.3 22.4

25-34 39.1 40.4 38.6

35-44 24.5 25.4 24.0

45-54 5.5 6.2 5.2

55 or over 2.4 1.0 3.0

Average age 31.8 31.6 31.8

Race/ethnicity (%)
***

African-American, non-Hispanic 51.4 51.4 51.4

Hispanic 26.5 25.4 27.0

White, non-Hispanic 13.0 10.3 14.1

Asian/Pacific Islander 5.8 11.0 3.4

Native American/Alaskan Native 3.4 1.9 4.1

Resides in neighborhood (%)
Northside 51.0 54.1 49.6

Southside 49.0 45.9 50.4

Household status

Shares household witha (%)
Spouse 11.9 16.5 9.8 ***

Girlfriend/boyfriend 7.1 5.3 7.9 *

Children (own or partner's) 70.3 74.4 68.7 **

Others 24.0 19.2 26.1 ***

Lives alone (%) 11.8 11.5 12.0

Marital status (%)
**

Never married 59.8 56.5 61.3

Married, living with spouse 12.2 16.5 10.4

Married, living apart 9.6 9.3 9.6

Separated, divorced, or widowed 18.3 17.7 18.7

Number of children in householdb ( %) *

None 29.0 24.4 30.8

1
20.3 22.5 19.5

2 19.2 21.1 18.4

3 or more 31.5 32.1 31.3

Among households with children,

Age of youngest child (%)
2 or under 46.4 45.9 46.5

3-5 24.0 25.6 23.2

6 or over 29.7 28.5 30.3
(continued)
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic by Measure
Full

Sample
Employed
Full Time

For CFS households, age of childd (%)
1-3 (12-47 months) 59.0 54.1
4-10 (48-131 months) 72.0 72.5

Household has second potential wage earner (%) 12.8 17.2

Labor force status

Ever employed (%) 94.7 99.8

Ever employed full time ( %) 84.9 96.4

For longest full-time job, among those ever employed full time, (N=1,151)
Average length of job (months) 37.2 36.5

Benefits provided (%)
Paid vacation 50.5 62.2
Paid sick leave 38.1 43.3
Medical coverage (individual) 29.7 29.9
Medical coverage (family) 27.6 34.6
Coverage by a union 13.6 14.7
Pension/retirement 20.1 21.6
Child care 1.5 1.2
Tuition reimbursement 7.7 10.2

Approximate earnings in past 12 months (%)
None 31.2 6.2
$1-999 15.8 14.8
$1,000-4,999 25.2 27.8
$5,000-9,999 16.7 27.3
$10,000-14,999 7.8 17.0
$15,000 or above 3.3 6.9

Current employment status (%)
Employed 37.5 92.6
Not employed 55.1 0.0
Missing 7.4 7.4

Among those currently employed,
Average hourly wage ($) 6.36 6.40
Average hours worked per week (%)

1-29 23.7 0.0
30 or more 76.3 100.0

Public assistance status

Currently receiving AFDC, General Assistance,
Food Stamps, or Medicaid (%)

Any type 62.9 47.4
AFDC 46.0 25.1
General Assistance 5.4 1.9
Food Stamps 57.5 39.7
Medicaid 51.6 40.0

Received assistance (AFDC, FS, GA, or Medicaid)
in past 12 months (%) 70.6 62.2

Total prior AFDC/GA cash assistancee (%)
None 25.1 27.3
Less than 2 years 29.5 30.1
2 years or more but less than 5 years 19.7 20.1
5 years or more 25.7 22.5
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Not Employed
Full Time

60.9
71.8

10.8

92.6

80.0

37.6

44.1
35.4
29.7
23.8
13.0
19.3

1.6
6.4

42.4
16.2
24.2
12.1
3.7
1.5

13.1
79.6

7.4

6.22

100.0
0.0

69.8
55.3
7.0

65.5
56.8

***

***

***

***
***

***

**

***

***

***

74.4 ***

24.1
29.2
19.5
27.2
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic by Measure

Full
Sample

Employed Not Employed
Full Time Full Time

Resided as a child in a household receiving AFDC (%)

Educational status

Received high school diploma or GEDf(%)

Highest grade completed in school (average)

Currently enrolled in any type of education or training (%)

Other factors related to obtaining/retaining employment

Have access to a car (%)

Ever arrested for anything since 16th birthday (%)

Housing status (%)
Rent
Own
Other

36.5

57.3

10.8

31.9

41.5

23.5

87.7
5.2
7.0

Number of moves in past 2 years (%)
None 30.3

1 30.0
2 or more 35.2

Missing 4.6

Sample size 1,357

34.5 37.4

64.4 54.3

10.8 10.8

24.6 35.2

54.7 35.7

19.9 25.2

90.4
6.7
2.9

29.9
29.9
37.3
2.9

86.5
4.6
8.9

30.4
30.2
34.2

5.2

418 935

***

Opinions and Employment History from Private Opinion Survey

Client-reported employment history

Number of full-time jobs (30 hours or more a week)
held in the past 5 years (%)

None 19.3 8.3 23.9

1 31.0 37.8 28.2

2 or 3 36.2 39.1 34.9

4 or more 13.5 14.7 13.1

When unemployed, length of time it took to find new work (%)
1 month or less 32.0 41.9 27.7

2-6 months 38.5 36.5 39.3

More than 6 months 12.5 10.3 13.6

Don't know 16.9 11.3 19.4

Client-reported difficulties while working

Among those ever employed, those who said that they sometimes
or often had these problems when they worked: (%)

Client felt the boss or supervisor picked on
or acted unfairly toward client

Family responsibilities interfered with the job and
this got client into trouble

There was too little help on the job to tell what to do and
what not to do and this got client into trouble

Client got into trouble even when client was only a little late
Client and the other workers argued and this got client into trouble
Client did not like the way bosses or supervisors were

ordering client around
Client did not want to do work that other people should have

been doing and this got client into trouble
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***

***

25.9 25.8 26.0

24.4 14.3 29.1 ***

9.7 6.1 11.4 **

10.2 8.5 11.0
2.8 3.4 2.6

13.9 11.0 15.3 *

6.2 5.1 6.7
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic by Measure
Full

Sample
Employed
Full Time

Not Employed
Full Time

Client could never satisfy some customers and
this got client into trouble 2.8 2.4 2.9

Alcohol or drug use caused problems on client's job 4.6 3.4 5.2
Client got into trouble but never really understood the reasons why 4.4 3.0 5.0

Client-reported situations that affect employment

Those who reported health problems that limit
the type of work they can do (%) 14.3 8.9 16.5 ***

Those who have: (%)
Ever been evicted from an apartment or house over the past 10 years 17.5 14.5 18.6Ever been homeless 21.5 18.9 22.7Ever quit a job 60.0 53.3 63.1 ***

Client-reported education and training preferences

Those who agreed a lot that they wanted to: (%)
Go to school part time to study basic reading and math 33.1 34.9 32.4
Go to school part time to get a GED 34.4 28.8 36.9 **
Get on-the-job training for 1-3 months in a type of work

that they have not tried before 59.0 47.1 64.0 ***
Get on-the-job training so that they would know

what it is like to work 51.9 40.8 56.6 * **

Sample size 1,079 320 755

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Background Information Forms (BIFS) for 1,357 sample members randomly
assigned from August 1994 through December 1995. Five additional sample members who were missing these forms
were excluded from the sample. MDRC calculations from Private Opinion Survey (POS) data for sample members
randomly assigned from August 1994 through December 1995. The POS questions were voluntarily answered by 1,079
sample members (79 percent) just prior to random assignment.

NOTES: Except for two BIF items, the nonresponse rate for all specific characteristics was less than 1 percent and
therefore these missings were excluded from the calculations. For the two characteristics, for which the nonresponse rate
ranged from 5 to 7 percent for the full sample, the nonresponses are shown in the table as missings. Among the 1,079 POS
responders, missings for individual questions ranged from 0 to 14 percent.

Sample sizes for the employment subgroups may not add up to the full sample because of missing data.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
A t-test or chi-square test was applied to differences between the characteristics of the last two columns to assess

whether apparent differences in these characteristic were statistically significant. When several rows in the table describe
the same underlying characteristic (that is, are not independent of one another), a single test must be used. The result of
this test (denoted by asterisks) is shown on the line describing the characteristic.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aBecause some sample members may be in more than one category, totals may not equal all categories summed.
b
Includes all dependents under age 18.

`Includes all dependents under age 18.
d
Some CFS households have children in both categories.

eThis refers to the total number of months accumulated from at least one spell on an individual's own AFDC or GA
case or the case of another adult in the household.

f
The GED credential is given to those who pass the GED test and is intended to signify knowledge of basic high

school subjects.
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employed full time were similar. In both subgroups, about 70 percent of sample members were

women, the average age was 32, and the proportion of Northside and Southside residents was

similar. African-Americans and Hispanics constituted about one-half and one-fourth of the two
subgroups, respectively. Whites and Native Americans, however, were more likely to be in the

not employed subgroup, whereas Asians and Pacific Islanders were more likely to be in the em-

ployed subgroup.

A large majority of sample members in both subgroups reported that they were living

with children, although the percentage was slightly higher in the subgroup employed full time

(74.4 percent) than not employed full time (68.7 percent). Among households with children,

nearly half had at least one child aged 2 or under. A majority of sample members reported that

they had never been married. The proportion of sample members who were married and living

with a spouse was slightly larger in the subgroup employed full time (16.5 percent) than in the
subgroup not employed full time (10.4 percent).

Most applicants to New Hope had worked for pay at some point in their life, even if many

had no earnings in the 12 months prior to application. As expected, these employment measures
do show significant variation across the two employment subgroups, although those not em-

ployed full time at random assignment (80.0 percent) had full-time work experience. An impor-
tant difference between the two groups was the extent to which sample members had recent work

experience. Nearly 42 percent of those not employed full time had not worked in a year and only

17.3 percent of this group had earned more than $5,000 in the year preceding their application
compared with 51.2 percent of those employed full time. Using data from unemployment insur-
ance records, Figure 3.1 illustrates the earnings patterns of sample members in both employment

subgroups in the year preceding their application to New Hope. It shows that those employed full

time at random assignment had significantly higher earnings in each of the four preceding quar-
ters and were experiencing earnings growth over the preceding year, whereas earnings for the
other group were stagnant or even declined somewhat.

Predictably, the two subgroups differed in their use of public assistance, though the rates

of receipt were high in both groups. At the time of random assignment, 47.4 percent of those em-

ployed full time received AFDC, General Assistance, Food Stamps, or Medicaid compared with
69.8 percent of those not employed full time. When asked whether they received public assis-
tance in the past 12 months, 62.2 percent of those employed full time said "yes," as did 74.4 per-

cent of those not employed full time. The high public assistance receipt rate is probably related to

the low pay and tenuous nature of the jobs many people held. Some sample members may
have combined work and welfare or relied on public assistance during spells of unemployment.
Slightly more than one-third of the sample members in both subgroups said that they grew up in

a household that received AFDC.

There was no difference between the two subgroups in highest grade completed in school

(11th grade on average). However, sample members employed full time were more likely to have
received a high school diploma or GED than those not employed full time (64.4 versus 54.3 per-
cent). At least two other factors related to obtaining or retaining employment favored those em-
ployed full time: they were more likely to have access to a car (54.7 versus 35.7 percent) and less
likely to have been arrested for anything since their 16th birthday (19.9 versus 25.2 percent).
There was evidence, however, that many of those not employed full time were trying to advance
themselves. For example, 35.2 percent were enrolled in an education or training program at the
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Figure 3.1

The New Hope Project

Earnings Patterns for the New Hope Sample in the Year Before Random Assignment,
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records.
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time they applied to New Hope compared with 24.6 percent of those employed full time.

A Private Opinion Survey, completed voluntarily by about four-fifths of the sample at
random assignment, provided some additional evidence that the subgroup employed full time had
fewer barriers to work than the subgroup not employed full time. For instance, when asked to
talk about difficulties they had experienced while working, 14 percent of those employed full
time said that family responsibilities interfered with the job, and 6 percent said that they received
"too little help on the job to tell what to do and what not to do." The figures were 29 percent and
11 percent, respectively, for the subgroup not employed full time. In a similar vein, 9 percent of
those employed full time said that they had health problems limiting the type of work they could
do compared with 17 percent of those not employed full-time. Nonetheless, the precarious eco-
nomic circumstances of many members in both subgroups is made evident by the fact that
roughly 20 percent said that they had been homeless at some point in their life.

The Private Opinion Survey asked several questions about sample members' level of in-
terest in pursuing education or training in the future. Persons not employed full time expressed
much stronger interest in such options than those employed full time. The option of greatest in-

terest expressed by 64 percent of the subgroup not employed full time was in getting on-
the-job training for up to three months in a type of work that they had not tried before. This sug-

gests that New Hope's community service jobs (CSJs) would appeal to many members of this
subgroup. Although New Hope did not provide GED classes or other educational programs, pro-

gram staff encouraged participants who wanted a GED to take classes part time while working at
least 30 hours per week. Twenty-nine percent of the sample members employed full time and 37

percent of those not employed full time expressed interest in this type of option.

IV. Use of New Hope Benefits and Services by Program Group Members

A. Use of Benefits and Services by the Full Sample

As discussed in Chapter 2, New Hope designers and staff set out to maximize program
participation and receipt of services by participants who could benefit from them. However, by
design, many participants did not have a need for, or access to, all benefits in every month. New
Hope was designed to offer a "menu" of benefits from which participants could choose. Only
those who worked at least 30 hours a week were eligible for earnings supplements. The same was

true for New Hope's health plan and child care subsidies, with limited exceptions for people who
temporarily lost jobs or experienced reductions in work hours. However, the CSJs were available
as a fallback for people who needed work to meet the 30-hour requirement.

A second factor limiting benefit use was that three of the four primary benefits provided
by New Hope (health insurance, child care, and CSJs) were useful only to a subset of program
participants. Child care subsidies, for example, were available only to sample members with
children aged 12 and under. Health insurance mainly benefited only participants who were not
covered by employer-provided health insurance or Medicaid. CSJs served only those who were
not employed full time and were unable to find full-time employment on their own.

A third factor limiting benefit use by New Hope participants was that the size of the New
Hope earnings supplement shrank as household income grew. For example, in 1996 the earnings
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supplement for a family of four (one earner with three children) would drop from $168 to $98
when monthly earnings increased from $750 to $875. Simultaneously, copayments for child care
and health insurance would rise, reducing the value of those benefits as well. All of this means
that the more successful participants in terms of their employment outcomes and earnings re-
ceived less monetary gain from New Hope's benefits and may have stopped receiving those
benefits, particularly if they did not want to bother with reporting their wages monthly (which
New Hope required).The patterns of benefit receipt presented in Table 3.2 reflect all these limi-
tations on benefit use. The table shows use of earnings supplements, CSJs, health insurance, and
child care subsidies for the first 24 months of sample members' eligibility for New Hope. It
shows these participation measures for the entire program group and by full-time employment
status at random assignment. All figures presented in this table were calculated using data from
New Hope's client-tracking database.

The table shows that 79.2 percent of all program group members received at least one of
the three New Hope financial benefits mentioned above and 32 percent ever worked in a CSJ.
Almost all of these participants received at least one earnings supplement (78.0 percent of the
entire program group). Health insurance and child care subsidies were used by fewer program
group members (47.6 and 27.9 percent, respectively). (As discussed later in this chapter, many
program group members received health insurance and child care from sources other than New
Hope.)

Although health insurance and child care benefits were used by fewer program group
members, these benefits were used for similar or longer periods of time than the earnings sup-
plements. On average, those receiving an earnings supplement did so for 9.1 months, while those
who used New Hope's health insurance benefits did so for only 8.7 months. Users of the child
care subsidies received such assistance for 11.5 of the 24 months of follow-up. Table 3.2 also
shows benefit use for the employment groups. As was the case with the program group, both em-
ployment groups used the child care benefit for a longer period of time than the other financial
benefits (about 13 months for those employed full time and 11 months for those not employed
full time at random assignment). Those not employed full time at random assignment used the
earnings supplement, health insurance, and child care for shorter periods of time than those em-
ployed full time. This finding reflects the need for the former group to find and keep a full-time
job, which they didn't have when they entered the program.

Other interesting breakdowns in Table 3.2 concern the dollar value of the benefits pro-
vided. The average earnings supplement was $125.90, but supplement amounts varied depending
on income and household size. Figure 3.2 shows the distribution of the New Hope earnings sup-
plement in a typical month (we used the 13th month after random assignment for this purpose).
Studying this graph reveals that 24.6 percent of participants received $50 or less during that
month, but 32.4 percent received more than $150. Those with lower incomes and larger families
received the most substantial benefits. The vignette on page 74 provides a good example of a
participant selecting benefits from the New Hope menu according to her needs at the time.'

'Vignettes like this one, which appear in various places throughout this report, are based on ethnographic re-
search conducted with a sample of 46 New Hope and control group families. This ethnographic research is de-
scribed in detail in Appendix J.
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Table 3.2

The New Hope Project

Use of Financial Benefits and CSJs by Program Group Members Within 24 Months After
Random Assignment, by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome

Program
Group

Employed
Full Time

Not Employed
Full Time

All households

Ever used a New Hope financial benefit (%)
Any type 79.2 92.2 73.0 * **

Earnings supplement 78.0 91.7 71.5 ***
Health insurance 47.6 63.3 40.1 * **
Child care 27.9 34.4 24.8 **

Ever worked in a CSJ (%) 32.0 20.2 37.7 ***

Sample size 678 218 459

Average number of months with a financial benefit
for those who received it,

Any type 10.8 13.2 9.3 ***
Earnings supplement 9.1 10.9 7.9 ***

Health insurance 8.7 10.4 7.4 ***
Child care 11.5 12.8 10.6 *

Among households that received earnings supplements, N=529 N=200 N=328
Number of earnings supplements received (%) ***

1-6 41.6 34.0 46.3
7-12 28.9 25.0 31.1
13-18 20.2 22.0 19.2
19-24 9.3 19.0 3.4

Distribution of amount of monthly earnings supplements (%)
$1-$50 23.2 29.7 17.9 ***
$51-$100 19.5 21.8 17.7

$101-$150 24.4 22.2 26.2
$151-$200 17.9 14.8 20.4 ***
$201 or more 15.0 11.6 '17.8 ***

Average amount of monthly earnings supplement ($) 125.90 109.48 139.19 ***

Among households that used health insurance benefits, N=323 N=138 N=184

Households using each types (%)
New Hope HMO health insurance 77.7 76.1 79.4
New Hope contribution toward employer's health insurance 35.6 39.9 32.1

Average New Hope HMO monthly amounts ($)
Participant contribution 23.16 27.36 19.06 *
New Hope health insurance benefit 203.39 234.46 173.21 **
Total health insurance cost (contribution and benefit) 226.55 261.82 192.27 **

Average New Hope contribution toward employer's health insura 76.78 76.81 74.78

Among those using New Hope child care benefits, N=184 N=70 N=111
Average monthly amounts ($)

Participant contribution 65.67 67.78 64.50
New Hope child care benefit 685.53 727.11 658.63
Total child care cost (contribution and benefit) 751.20 794.89 723.13

Sample size 537 201 335
(continued)
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Table 3.2 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using the New Hope Project MIS client-tracking database.

NOTES: New Hope financial benefits include earnings supplements, child care assistance, and health insurance.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
Sample sizes for the employment subgroups may not add to the full sample because of missing data.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

a Some households are in both categories because they may have been part of the New Hope HMO plan and
then moved to an employer plan (or vice versa).
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The New Hope Project
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Strategic Use of New Hope Benefits

Janet made selective use of earnings supplements while her income was low
enough for it to be of value and used health care benefits when she needed them.
Since she did not need a CSJ or child care, she did not elect to use them. Janet is a
single mother who lives on the Southside of Milwaukee with her two young sons.
She was involved in New Hope both as a participant and as a provider of child
care to other New Hope participants. At the time she was selected for New Hope,
she had just started doing day care as a business and did not have enough clients
to make ends meet. Early on she used the earnings supplement, but before long
she was earning enough money so that her supplement checks were only $6 a
month. She used the New Hope medical benefits supplement for a year, and dur- .

ing that year she had her son's tonsils removed. The premiums were over $400 a
month for her and her sons, so after the surgery was completed, she discontinued
the care. She says she almost never takes her boys to the doctor. They are very
healthy and her point of view is that paying so much money for a service she
never uses is unreasonable.

Janet is self-employed; this is a career path that some New Hope parents used, and
the need for health insurance and child care assistance is important for such fami-
lies. Her premiums were unusually high because her income eventually rose
above the 200 percent of poverty level cutoff for receiving New Hope benefits,
and so she was offered the option to pay premiums at full cost. For most New
Hope participants with two children (and with an income below 150 percent of
poverty) premiums were between $29 and $70 or so a month.

B. Use of Benefits and Services by Employment Status at Random Assignment

Table 3.2 shows that use of program benefits was generally higher for program group
members who were employed for 30 hours a week or more at random assignment. This was as
expected, because those participants qualified for New Hope's benefits immediately and did not
have to wait until they were able to find a full -time job. Also, the inherently greater work readi-
ness of those working full time at random assignment made it easier for them to continue their
eligibility for benefits by remaining employed full time throughout all or most of the follow-up
period.

Among those not employed full time at random assignment, the 30-hour work require-
ment precluded a substantial number from receiving any New Hope benefits. Within the first 24
months of follow-up, 27.0 percent of this group did not receive any benefits compared with only
7.8 percent of those employed full time at random assignment. This happened in spite of the
availability of CSJs for those unable to find full time work.

One participation measure favoring those not employed full time at random assignment
was the amount of earnings supplements received by those who qualified for them. Those not
employed full time at random assignment received a larger earnings supplement, probably be-
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cause their average wages were lower; and thus they needed a larger supplement to raise their
monthly income to the poverty level.

In Figure 3.3 two pie charts (one for each employment subgroup) summarize use of fi-
nancial benefits (earnings supplements, child care assistance, and health insurance). For the pur-

pose of this summary, benefit use is divided into five levels: no use, low use (1 to 6 months),
moderately low use (7 to 12 months), moderately high use (13 to 18 months), and high use (19 to
24 months). Variation in participation patterns was substantial: 53.0 percent of those employed
full time at random assignment used benefits at a high or moderately high level, and, as men-
tioned before, about 8 percent did not use benefits at all. In the other group, 27.0 percent did not
use benefits. And among those who did use them, most used them for 12 months or less. The pie
charts show that use of benefits for many participants was intermittent. It may be that some par-
ticipants relied on New Hope mainly as a "safety net" when their circumstances warranted it.
Some participants may not have understood what benefits they were eligible for or, for whatever
reason, not have taken the steps necessary to receive benefits on a consistent basis.

Figure 3.4 shows how benefit use varied over time. By showing the two employment
subgroups separately, the figure illustrates how those not employed full time at random assign-
ment took longer to take up program benefits and were less likely to receive them throughout
most of the follow-up period. To some extent, this reflects the way New Hope benefits were de-
signed. Persons employed full time when they entered the program could begin receiving finan-
cial benefits immediately, while those not employed full time had to conduct an eight-week job
search before they could be referred to a CSJ, placement in which might make them eligible for
other benefits. The fact that benefit receipt grew over time also suggests that it took some time
for program staff to establish relationships with many participants and for some participants to
understand or feel comfortable with the procedures for accessing benefits.

C. Reasons for Nonparticipation

The two-year survey asked New Hope program group members who did use some or all
of the program services available to them several open-ended questions about their experiences.
Following are summaries of some of their answers.

Use of existing arrangements. Some survey respondents explained that they
were happy with an arrangement they had when they came into New Hope,
and therefore did not seek a particular New Hope financial benefit. This ap-
peared to be the case for some participants with regard to their child care ar-
rangements. Others said that they did not want to go through the hassle of
having their existing child care provider get the licensing that New Hope re-
quired in order to qualify to receive child care assistance through New Hope.

Levels of engagement. There was much variation in the levels of engagement
of New Hope participants. While some participants found that learning about
and utilizing New Hope financial benefits was a natural step after the orienta-
tion sessions, others disengaged from the program at an early point in the
three-year period. Among those already employed full time at random as-
signment, some cited reasons ranging from working six days a week, having a
job that takes up a lot of time already, and not being available to interact with
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Figure 3.3

The New Hope Project

Financial Benefit Use for Program' Group Members Within 24 Months
After Random Assignment, by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Employed Full Time (N=218)

High use
(19 to 24 months)

27%

No use
8%

Moderately
high use

(13 to 18 months)
26%

Not Employed Full Time (N=459)

Moderately
high use

(13 to 18 months)
18%

High use
(19 to 24 months)

5%

Low use
(1 to 6 months)

21%

Moderately
low use

(7 to 12 months)
18%

Moderately
low use

(7 to 12 months)
22%

Low use
(1 to 6 months)

28%

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using the New Hope Project MIS client-tracking database.

NOTES: New Hope financial benefits include earnings supplements, child care assistance, and health insurance.
Sample sizes for the employment subgroups may not add up to the full sample because of missing data.
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Figure 3.4

The New Hope Project

Percentage of Program Group Members Using Any New Hope Financial Benefit
in Follow-Up Months 1-24, by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

....... ......
......

Employed full time at random assignnient
Not employed full time at random assignment

-..

11}11111111111111111111
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

Follow-Up Month After Random Assignment

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using the New Hope Project's MIS client-tracking database.

NOTE: New Hope financial benefits include earnings supplements, child care assistance, and health insurance.

1 3 9
777-



New Hope program staff on days that the offices were open to not wanting to
lean on anyone. Other participants reported that they were not contacted by
New Hope program staff after they were selected to participate, so they de-
cided not to pursue working with New Hope.

Responding to New Hope's flexibility. New Hope benefits were designed to
provide options to participants in how they chose to combine New Hope bene-
fits and apply them to their own needs and circumstances. A number of par-
ticipants reported that when they were first introduced to New Hope, they took
advantage of the earnings supplement and New Hope health insurance, but as
their needs changed, or their family grew, they were not aware that they could
apply for a CSJ or sign up for New Hope child care assistance. Thus, not all
participants applied the flexibility of the New Hope offer to their own chang-
ing needs and circumstances and continued using the same financial benefits
they used when they started in New Hope. The open-ended responses indi-
cated that participants often did not take advantage of the CSJs when they lost
their job and became ineligible to receive financial benefits.

Who Received No New Hope Financial Benefits?

About 20 percent of sample members did not receive a New Hope financial bene-
fit during their first two years of program eligibility. Many of these sample mem-
bers may have moved out of Milwaukee or lost contact with the program in some
other way. Others may have decided that they 'did not need New Hope's offer af-
ter all or found that they earned too much money to qualify for benefits.

Appendix Table L3.1 compares program group members who received at least
one New Hope financial benefit in the two-year follow-up period with those who
received none.' In summary, those who never received a financial benefit were
significantly more likely to be Hispanic, to live on the Southside, and to have no
children. Those who received no financial benefits were also more likely to have
limited full-time work experience and prior earnings and to receive public assis-
tance. Fewer of these sample members had a high school diploma, but more were
enrolled in education or training at the time of their application to New Hope, pos-
sibly limiting their ability or willingness to seek full-time employment at that time.
More of these sample members expressed a preference for on-the-job training so
that they might ". . . learn more about what it is like to work."

'Appendix L consists of auxiliary tables for material in Chapters 3 through 7. Each table is
labeled to indicate first, that it is in Appendix L; second, the chapter that first makes refer-
ence to it; and third, the number of the table. For example, Appendix Table L3.1 refers to
the first appendix table referenced in Chapter 3.
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Contact with project reps and case reassignments. A number of responses
indicated participant frustration with the contact they had with project reps or,
more often, the confusion created by case reassignments and the establishment
of a second New Hope office on the Southside of Milwaukee. In an effort to
serve participants better, New Hope had offices in both the Northside and
Southside neighborhoods. While this strategy was adopted to better serve the
New Hope participant population, a number of responses hinted that the case
reassignments associated with this move and staff turnover at the project rep
level contributed to some participants' loss of confidence in the program as a
whole.

Most of these responses are consistent with the earlier New Hope report,' which identi-
fied some confusion among program group members about their eligibility for the full comple-
ment of New Hope benefits. This reflects the difficulties among New Hope staff in explaining
the program offer. These responses also suggest that case reassignments and caseload rearrange-
ments may have resulted in some participants' losing momentum in a program in which they had
not yet fully engaged. The delivery of benefits and services within New Hope was an evolution-
ary process and the learning curve was fairly high for all staff, and for project reps in particular.
If a participant never got very engaged in New Hope to begin with, then a certain degree of non-
participation seems inevitable, especially given the complexity of the New Hope offer. At the
same time, the perception that New Hope could not help some participants may point to a sense
among some participants that there may have been circumstances in their life that outweighed
New Hope's ability to help them. As described in the earlier report, many people who applied to
New Hope during the recruitment process indicated that their lives were in transition. In many
cases these transitions were enhanced and facilitated by the New Hope offer, but in other cases
New Hope program group members may have decided that it was not what they needed.

V. The Child and Family Study Sample: Characteristics and Benefit Use

As noted in Chapter 1, one objective of the evaluation is to determine whether New Hope
had positive effects on families with children. A special sample, labeled the Child and Family
Study (CFS) sample, was identified for the purpose of examining New Hope's effects on families
and children. (Chapters 6 and 7 present program effects on child and family outcomes for this
sample.) This section introduces the CFS sample and briefly discusses its characteristics and lev-
els of benefit use.

A. Background Characteristics of the Child and Family Study Sample

The CFS sample is made up of those members of the full sample who had at least one
child between ages 1 and 10 (12 to 131 months) at random assignment. All racial and ethnic
groups are represented in the CFS subgroup except for Asians and Pacific Islanders, who were
excluded owing to concerns about the cultural appropriateness of the measures used to assess
child and family outcomes. (Most of the Asians and Pacific Islanders in the sample were recent
Hmong immigrants from Laos and Cambodia.) Table 3.3 shows the characteristics of the CFS

'Brock et al., 1997.
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Table 3.3

The New Hope Project

Selected Characteristics, Opinions, and Employment History of the New Hope Full Sample,
by Status in the Child and Family Study (CFS) at Random Assignment

Sample and Characteristic by Measure
Full

Sample CFSa Non-CFS

Selected Characteristics from Background Information Form

Demographic characteristic

Gender (%) ***
Female 71.6 89.8 49.5
Male 28.4 10.2 50.5

Age (%) ***
18-19 6.3 4.7 8.2
20-24 22.3 27.0 16.5
25-34 39.1 49.0 27.1
35-44 24.5 17.3 33.2
45-54 5.5 1.6 10.3
55 or over 2.4 4.7

Average age 31.8 29.4 34.6 ***

Race/ethnicity (%) ***
African-American, non-Hispanic 51.4 55.0 46.9
Hispanic 26.5 29.3 23.0
White, non-Hispanic 13.0 12.5 13.6
Asian/Pacific Islander 5.8 12.9
Native American/Alaskan Native 3.4 3.2 3.6

Resides in neighborhood (%) **
Northside 51.0 48.6 53.9
Southside 49.0 51.4 46.1

Household status

Shares household withb (%)
Spouse 11.9 10.2 13.9 **
Girlfriend/boyfriend 7.1 6.3 8.2
Children (own or partner's) 70.3 95.3 39.9 * **
Others 24.0 16.5 33.2 ***

Lives alone (%) 11.8 25.3 n/a

Marital status (%) **
Never married. 59.8 62.2 57.0
Married, living with spouse 12.2 10.5 14.4
Married, living apart 9.6 10.3 8.7
Separated, divorced, or widowed 18.3 17.0 19.9

Number of children in household' ( %) ***
None 29.0 64.2
1 20.3 25.4 14.2
2 19.2 28.7 7.7
3 or more 31.5 45.9 13.9

Among households with children,
Age of youngest childd (%) ***

2 or under 46.4 48.3 39.7
3-5 24.0 28.9 7.3
6 or over 29.7 22.8 53.0

(continued)
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Table 3.3 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic by Measure

Full
Sample CFSe Non-CFS

For CFS households, age of child` (%) ***

1-3 (12-47 months) 59.0 58.9 80.6
4-10 (48-131 months) 72.0 71.9 "77.6

Household has second potential wage earner (%) 12.8 11.0 15.0 **

Labor force status

Ever employed (%) 94.7 94.1 95.4

Ever employed full time (%) 84.9 82.0 88.4 ***

For longest full-time job, among those ever employed full time, (N=1,151)
Average length of job (months) 37.2 31.3 43.9 ***

Benefits provided (%)
Paid vacation 50.5 44.5 ***57.2
Paid sick leave 38.1 33.9 ***43.0
Medical coverage (individual) 29.7 24.2 ***35.9
Medical coverage (family) 27.6 27.3 28.0
Coverage by a union 13.6 10.3 ***17.4
Pension/retirement 20.1 16.5 ***24.1
Child care 1.5 1.5 1.5
Tuition reimbursement 7.7 8.2 7.2

Approximate earnings in past 12 months (%) ***

None 31.2 36.4 24.8
$1-999 15.8 16.4 15.0
$1,000-4,999 25.2 23.5 27.3
$5,000-9,999 16.7 13.8 20.3
$10,000-14,999 7.8 6.7 9.2
$15,000 or above 3.3 3.2 3.4

Current employment status (%) **

Employed 37.5 36.5 38.7
Not employed 55.1 57.7 52.0
Missing 7.4 5.8 9.3

Among those currently employed,
Average hourly wage ($) 6.36 6.43 6.29
Average hours worked per week (%)

1-29 23.7 22.1 25.5
30 or more 76.3 77.9 74.5

Public assistance status

Currently receiving AFDC, General Assistance,
Food Stamps, or Medicaid (%)

Any type 62.9 80.7 41.2 ***
AFDC 46.0 69.4 17.5 *"
General Assistance 5.4 10.8 n/a
Food Stamps 57.5 76.1 34.8 ***
Medicaid 51.6 74.9 23.2 ***

Total prior AFDC/GA cash assistance (%) ***

None 25.1 13.8 38.9
Less than 2 years 29.5 26.9 32.7
2 years or more but less than 5 years 19.7 26.1 11.8
5 years or more 25.7 33.2 16.6

Resided as a child in a household receiving AFDC (%) 36.5 43.4 28.1 ***
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Table 3.3 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic by Measure
Full

Sample CFS2 Non-CFS

Educational status

Received high school diploma or GEDg (%) 57.3 59.5 54.7

Highest grade completed in school (average) 10.8 11.1 10.3 ***

Currently enrolled in any type of education or training (%) 31.9 36.1 26.8 ***

Other factors related to obtaining/retaining employment

Have access to a car (%) 41.5 44.1 a*38.3

Ever arrested for anything since 16th birthday (%) 23.5 19.7 a**28.2

Number of moves in past 2 years (%) a*
None 30.3 28.7 32.2
1 30.0 29.1 31.12 or more 35.2 38.4 31.2Missing 4.6 3.8 5.6

Sample size 1,357 745 612

Opinions and Employment History from Private Opinion Survey

Client-reported employment history

Number of full time jobs (30 hours or more a week)
held in past 5 years (%)

*

None 19.3 21.9 16.2
1 31.0 28.3 34.22 or 3 36.2 37.9 34.24 or more 13.5 11.9 15.4

When unemployed, length of time it took to find new work (%) *
1 month or less 32.0 30.1 34.22-6 months 38.5 36.3 41.1More than 6 months 12.5 14.0 11.0Don't know 16.9 19.7 13.8

Client-reported situations that affect employment

Those who reported health problems that limit
the type of work they can do (%) 14.3 11.0 18.1 * **

Those who have: (%)
Ever been evicted from an apartment or house over the past 10 years 17.5 22.0 12.2 ***Ever been homeless 21.5 19.8 23.4Ever quit a job 60.0 61.7 58.0

Client-reported education and training preferences

Those who agreed a lot that they wanted to: (%)
Go to school part time to study basic reading and math 33.1 31.4 35.1
Go to school part time to get a GED 34.4 32.3 37.0
Get on-the-job training for 1-3 months in a type of work

that they have not tried before 59.0 57.4 60.9
Get on-the-job training so that they would know
what it is like to work 51.9 52.4 51.3

Sample size 1,079 579 500
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Table 3.3 (continued).

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Background Information Forms (BIFS) for 1,357 sample members randomly assigned
from August 1994 through December 1995. Five additional sample members who were missing these forms were excluded
from the sample. MDRC calculations from Private Opinion Survey (POS) data for sample members randomly assigned from
August 1994 through December 1995. The POS questions were voluntarily answered by 1,079 sample members (79 percent)
just prior to random assignment.

NOTES: Except for two BIF items, the nonresponse rate for all specific characteristics was less than 1 percent and therefore
these missings were excluded from the calculations. For the two characteristics, for which the nonresponse rate ranged from 5
to 7 percent for the full sample, the nonresponses are shown in the table as missings. Among the 1,079 POS responders,
missings for individual questions ranged from 0 to 14 percent.

Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.
Dashes indicate that the sample size is under 10; therefore calculations were omitted.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
A t-test or chi-square test was applied to differences between the characteristics of the last two columns to assess whether

apparent differences in these characteristic were statistically significant. When several rows in the table describe the same
underlying characteristic (that is, are not independent of one another), a single test must be used. The result of this test (p-value
or asterisks) is shown on the line describing the characteristic.

N/a = not applicable.

aThe sample includes all New Hope sample members (except Asian and Pacific Islander families) whose household
included at least one child in the 1 to 10 age range at the time of random assignment.

bBecause some sample members may be in more than one category, totals may not equal all categories summed.

`Includes all dependents under age 18.
dIncludes all dependents under age 18.

`Some CFS households have children in both categories.

fThis refers to the total number of months accumulated from at least one spell on an individual's own AFDC or GA case or
the case of another adult in the household.

gThe GED credential is given to those who pass the GED test and is intended to signify knowledge of basic high school
subjects.

1 4 5
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sample of 745 parents, along with the remaining 612 New Hope sample members who were not
in the Child and Family Study.

The CFS sample is distinguished from the rest of the sample in largely predictable ways.
For instance, 95.3 percent of the CFS sample members reported that they shared a household
with their own or their partner's children.9 By comparison, only 39.9 percent of the non-CFS
sample members did so. CFS sample members also had larger numbers of children and were
more likely to have preschool-age children in their household than non-CFS sample members.
The CFS sample was about 90 percent female. In contrast, the non-CFS sample was about 50
percent female. The average age of a CFS sample member was 29; the average age of a non-CFS
sample member was 35.

CFS subgroup members were just as likely to have had employment experience as non-
CFS subgroup members, although they were less likely to have been employed full time. CFS
sample members who did have full-time work experience worked fewer months (31.3 versus
43.9) than non-CFS sample members and were less likely to have had benefits such as paid va-
cation, paid sick leave, or medical coverage in their longest-lasting job. In addition, CFS sample
members were less likely to have had any earnings in the 12 months prior to random assignment
and twice as likely to have received any type of public assistance. Finally, CFS sample members
were more likely than non-CFS sample members to have grown up in a household that received
AFDC.

Despite their lower level of work experience and higher level of public assistance use,
CFS sample members may have had some advantages over their non-CFS counterparts in finding
and holding a job. For instance, the average CFS sample member completed about one more year
of school than the average non-CFS sample member. A significantly larger percentage of the
CFS sample reported having access to a car, and a significantly smaller percentage reported be-
ing arrested for anything since their 16th birthday. On the Private Opinion Survey, a smaller per-
centage of CFS sample members said that they had health problems that limited the type of work
that they could do. (This may be related to the younger age of CFS sample members compared
with their non-CFS counterparts.) There were no significant differences between the CFS and
non-CFS samples in their reported interest in going to school part time or getting on-the-job
training, although a higher percentage of the CFS sample was enrolled in education or training at
the time of random assignment.

B. Benefit Use Among Child and Family Study Sample Members

Table 3.4 compares benefit use for the CFS and non-CFS samples. The table shows that
CFS households had somewhat higher levels of benefit use: 80.9 percent used any type of New
Hope financial benefit compared with 77.2 percent of non-CFS households. As expected, level of
child care use was substantially higher for those in the CFS sample than for other New Hope
participants. Almost half of all CFS households used New Hope's child care subsidies for at least
one follow-up month. They did not use health insurance at higher levels than non-CFS house-
holds. However, the amount paid for health insurance was much higher for the CFS sample, re-
flecting the larger household size of CFS families.

'The remaining 5 percent of the CFS sample had caretaking responsibilities for children other than their own or
their partner's, which could include grandchildren or children of other relatives.
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Table 3.4

The New Hope Project

Use of Financial Benefits and CSJs by Program Group Members Within 24 Months After
Random Assignment, by Status in the Child and Family Study (CFS)

Outcome
Program
Group CFSa Non-CFS

All households

Ever used a New Hope financial benefit (%)
Any type 79.2 80.9 77.2

Earnings supplement 78.0 79.2 76.6
Health insurance 47.6 39.9 56.7 ***
Child care 27.9 46.7 5.8 ***

Ever worked in a CSJ (%) 32.0 32.0 32.1

Sample size 678 366 312

Average number of months with a financial benefit
for those who received it,

Any type 10.8 11.2 10.2 **
Earnings supplement 9.1 9.3 8.8
Health insurance 8.7 9.1 8.3 **
Child care 11.5 11.6 9.9

Among households that received earnings supplements, N=529 N=290 N=239
Number of earnings supplements received (%) **

1-6 41.6 43.1 39.8
7-12 28.9 24.1 34.7
13-18 20.2 22.8 17.2
19-24 9.3 10.0 8.4

Distribution of amount of monthly earnings supplements (%)
$1-$50 23.2 28.0 17.1 ***
$51-$100 19.5 17.9 21.5
$101-$150 24.4 21.9 27.5 ***
$151-$200 17.9 13.8 23.0 ***
$201 or more 15.0 18.2 10.9 ***

Average amount of monthly earnings supplement ($) 125.90 126.18 125.55

Among households that used health insurance benefits, N=323 N=146 N=177
Households using each type (%)a

New Hope HMO health insurance 77.7 68.5 85.3 ***
New Hope contribution toward employer's health insurance 35.6 44.5 28.3 ***

Average New Hope HMO monthly amounts ($)
Participant contribution 23.16 30.69 18.03 ***
New Hope health insurance benefit 203.39 281.12 152.50 ***
Total health insurance cost (contribution and benefit) 226.55 311.81 170.53 ***

Average New Hope contribution toward employer's health insurance 76.78 84.00 63.16

Among those using New Hope child care benefits, N=184 N=163 N=18
Average monthly amounts ($)

Participant contribution 65.67 66.40 60.69
New Hope child care benefit 685.53 688.96 678.58
Total child care cost (contribution and benefit) 751.20 755.36 739.27

Sample size 537 296 241
(continued)
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Table 3.4 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using the NeW Hope Project MIS client-tracking database.

NOTES: New Hope financial benefits include earnings supplements, child care assistance, and health insurance.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.
aThe sample includes all New Hope sample members (except Asian and Pacific Islander families) whose

household included at least one child in the 1 to 10 age range at the time of random assignment.b
Some households are in both categories because they may have been part of the New Hope HMO plan and then

moved to an employer plan (or vice versa).
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Table 3.4 also shows that CFS program group members used New Hope financial bene-
fits for longer periods of time than non-CFS participants. Program group members in the CFS
used any New Hope benefit for 11.2 months, on average, and health insurance for 9.1 months
compared to 10.2 months and 8.3 months, respectively, for non-CFS participants.

VI. Comparing the Use of Benefits and Services by Program
and Control Group Members

A. Use of Benefits and Services Like Those Provided by New Hope

Some of the services and benefits available to New Hope participants were also provided
in the larger community outside the New Hope program. (See Table 2.4 and accompanying text
for a summary.) This means that controls (and program group members who did not participate
in New Hope) could access those services. In previous sections we described the receipt of New
Hope benefits by program group members, but the real difference made by the New Hope pro-
gram is defined by the increase in benefits and services received over and above those available
outside the program. Table 3.5 describes this increase in benefit and service receipt by comparing
their use by program and control group members.

Two points must be kept in mind when reading this table. First, the program effects
shown are based on a different data source than findings shown earlier in the chapter. Those were
based on New Hope program data, but such data do not capture use of comparable services by
controls. Therefore, the findings presented in Table 3.5 use data from the two-year follow-up
survey, which was administered to New Hope participants and controls alike. In some cases, the
findings may appear to be inconsistent with those shown in earlier tables. Reasons for such dis-
crepancies include different time frames for the measures, a slightly different sample (excluding
survey nonrespondents), and respondent error.

Second, Table 3.5 is the first table in the report showing true experimental program ef-
fects. These effects (also referred to as "impacts") are calculated using a simple statistical proce-
dure that relies on the integrity of random assignment to derive program effects, but also adjusts
these effects for minor differences in the characteristics of program group members and con-
trols.' A detailed explanation of how to interpret such a table is provided in the box on page 90.
From this point on, all tables showing program effects will follow the same general format.

Table 3.5 shows program effects on benefit and service receipt for the full sample and for
each of the two employment subgroups introduced earlier in this chapter. The first outcome re-
ported is receipt of the New Hope earnings supplement, which was not available to members of
the control group. As discussed earlier, 73.5 percent of program group members received such a
supplement and those who were employed full time at random assignment were more likely to
receive it than those who were not. Next, the table shows that New Hope substantially increased
the number of sample members who had access to health insurance during the follow-up period.

"'See Appendix E for details.
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Table 3.5

The New Hope Project

Use of Benefits and Services by the Full Sample Within 24 Months After Random Assignment,
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Type of Program or Service
Program Control
Group Group

P-Value for

Difference Difference
%

Impact
Effect

Size

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels"

Full Sample

In the past 24 months, ever received: (%)

Earnings supplement` 73.5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Health insurance, any type 87.1 74.0 13.1 *** 0.000 17.7 0.33
New Hope plan 41.6 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Medicaidd 46.1 51.3 -5.2 * 0.059 -10.2 -0.10
Einployer plane 34.3 35.4 -1.2 0.677 -3.3 -0.02

Child care assistance, any type 41.4 27.4 14.1 *** 0.000 56.5 0.30
New Hope subsidy 29.4 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Welfare department subsidy 12.9 34.3 -21.4 *** 0.000 -62.4 -0.50
Other subsidyf 0.9 0.4 0.5 0.513 120.5 0.06

Paid community service jobs (CSJs)g 31.5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Sample size 553 531

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In the past 24 months, ever received: (%)

Earnings supplement` 81.7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Health insurance, any type 91.5 82.7 8.7 ** 0.014 10.6 0.22 0.151New Hope plan 55.9 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Medicaidd 37.7 44.8 -7.1 0.162 -15.8 -0.14 0.575
Employer plane 37.3 53.5 -16.1 *** 0.002 -30.2 -0.34 0.001 'fit

Child care assistance, any type 45.7 18.5 27.2 *** 0.000 147.2 0.57 0.001 tttNew Hope subsidy 34.4 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Welfare department subsidy 10.6 21.3 -10.7 ** 0.026 -50.2 -0.25 0.009 ttt
Other subsidyf -0.1 1.3 -1.5 0.237 -107.7 -0.18 0.053 t

Paid community service jobs (CSJs)g 18.9 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Sample size 187 162

(continued)
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Table 3.5 (continued)

Type of Program or Service

P-Value for

Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference

Group Group Difference - Difference Impact Sizea Between Panelsb

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In the past 24 months, ever received: (%)

Earnings supplement 69.2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Health insurance, any type 85.0 69.7 15.3

New Hope plan 34.1 n/a n/a

Medicaidd 50.3 54.0 -3.7

Employer plane 32.4 27.3 5.1

*** 0.000 21.9 0.39
n/a n/a n/a

0.266 -6.8 -0.07

0.130 18.8 0.11

Child care assistance, any type 39.0 32.2 6.8 * 0.091 21.1 0.14

New Hope subsidy 26.9 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Welfare department subsidy 14.2 41.5 -27.3 *** 0.000 -65.8 -0.64

Other subsidy( 1.5 -0.1 1.61 0.112 -1610.8 0.20

Paid community service jobs (CSJs)g 38.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Sample size 365 367

SOURCE: New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

Sample sizes for the employment subgroups may not add to the full sample because of missing data.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

N/a = not applicable.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group oucomes expressed as a proportion of the

standard deviation of the oucome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full

research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts

across different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the

variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as t tt = 1 percent,

tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.

eQuestion on earnings supplements asked only of New Hope program group. No comparable benefit existed

outside New Hope.
dQuestion on Medicaid coverage includes spouse/partner and children.

eCoverage under employer plan applies to current or most recent job since random assignment. This question was

asked only if respondent was currently employed at the time of the survey or in the past month.

(Examples include subsidies from other community-based organizations or the school system. It does not include

fmancial help from family members.

gQuestion on paid CSJs asked only of New Hope program group. No comparable benefit existed outsideNew

Hope.
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How to Read an Impact Table

Table 3.5 is the first in a series of tables featuring program-control group differ-
ences for separate subgroups of participants. These differences constitute our
estimates of New Hope's program effects and are also referred to as "impacts"
throughout the report. In addition to estimates of these program effects, each ta-
ble contains a great deal of information about the significance of these effects,
how to interpret their size, and how they compare with other program effects.
Not all of this information will be of use to all readers, but all should be able to
find what they need in these tables. Here is a column-by-column discussion of
the features of a typical impact table in this report:

1. The first three columns ("Program Group," "Control Group," and "Diffe-
rence") tell the basic impact story. They show the outcome levels for pro-
gram and control group members and the difference between these levels,
which is our estimate of the program effect. The unit in which these im-
pacts are expressed is shown in the table stub. It is usually either a percent-
age or a dollar amount, but other units are used as well.

2. Statistical tests are conducted to assess whether the differences shown in
the third column are statistically significant. The results of these tests are
indicated by adding asterisks to the differences. No asterisks means that the
difference is statistically indistinguishable from zero. (The probability that
the difference is only the result of random chance is 10 percent or greater.)
Three asterisks indicate the highest level of statistical significance: the
chance of a difference that is really zero is less than 1 percent. Two aster-
isks mean that this chance is between 1 and 5 percent, and one asterisk
means that it is between 5 and 10 percent.

3. The fourth column shows the p-value for difference. This is the exact prob-
ability that the impact is really the result of random chance. It is useful to
refer to the p-value for impacts that are marginally statistically significant,
which often happens when sample sizes are small. For example, the impact
on Medicaid receipt shown in the second panel of Table 3.5 was not statis-
tically significant, but the probability of an entirely random difference was
only 0.162.

4. The fifth column shows the percentage impact. This is the difference ex-
pressed as a percentage of the control mean. These numbers are useful to
compare impacts that are based on different units (such as dollars and hours
of work) and impacts across outcomes with very different means (like
monthly and quarterly earnings).

(continued)
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(continued)

5. The sixth column shows the effect size. This is the impact divided by the
full sample standard deviation for the outcome. Effect sizes are widely
used to compare effects across different programs and across different out-

come areas. Researchers like to make statements about the "absolute" size
of effects based on these effect sizes. As a rule of thumb, effect sizes of
0.1, 0.3, and 0.5 are considered small, medium, and large, respectively.
However, generally it is believed that effect sizes for mediating outcomes
(for example, participation, attitudes, goals) need to be larger to be mean-
ingful than effect sizes for "final" outcomes (for example, income,
graduation, school progress). For a detailed (and classic) discussion of ef-

fect sizes, see Cohen, 1988, pp. 531-553.

6. The final column of Table 3.5, and other tables that feature multiple sub-
groups, shows the results of a test that assesses whether the variation in
impacts across the subgroups shown is statistically significant. In other
words, was the effect on access to health insurance for those not employed
full time at random assignment significantly larger than the impact for
those who were employed full time? The p-value of0.151 for this outcome
(the last column in each of the panels) indicates that there was a 15.1 per-
cent chance that the 8.7 percent gain for those employed full time and the
15.3 percent gain for those not employed full time were really the same
impact. The lack of daggers indicates that both subgroups experienced es-
sentially the same impact on this outcome.

Among participants, 87.1 percent reported any use of health insurance compared with 74.0 per-
cent of controls. Thus, the difference, 13.1 percent, reduces by half the proportion of sample
members who would have been uninsured for the entire 24-month follow-up period. Nonetheless,
only 41.6 percent of all program group members who had any health insurance used the health
plan offered by New Hope, as many had access to other forms of health insurance.

New Hope only marginally reduced the use of other forms of health insurance. About half
of all sample members were ever on Medicaid during the follow-up period, and New Hope re-
duced this proportion from 51.3 to 46.1 percent. About a third of both groups had access to em-
ployer-provided health insurance, and New Hope did not significantly change the number of
sample members who ever used such health insurance.

Another substantial program effect concerns the use of child care assistance. New Hope
program group members were significantly more likely to use such assistance than their control
group counterparts. The program increased the proportion of sample members using child care
assistance from 27.7 to 41.4 percent. It not only increased the use of any such assistance, but also
significantly reduced sample members' reliance on child care assistance provided by the welfare
department. While 34.3 percent of controls used child care assistance provided through the wel-
fare department, only 12.9 percent of program group members did so. It is important to note that
nearly all of the child care assistance available through the welfare department was for AFDC
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and Food Stamp recipients who were assigned to mandatory work, education, or training activi-
ties as a condition of their grant.

Finally, New Hope program group members had access to subsidized employment in the
form of CSJs. Like the earnings supplement, this service was not available to controls." As men-
tioned earlier, 31.5 of all program group members ever worked in a CSJ.

Table 3.5 also shows that New Hope's program effects on benefit receipt varied signifi-
cantly across the two employment subgroups. New Hope increased access to health insurance for
both of these subgroups, although this effect was somewhat larger for those not employed full
time at random assignment. This may seem counterintuitive, as the other group was more likely
to receive New Hope health insurance benefits. However, controls who were employed full time
at random assignment had more access to employer-provided health insurance, at least as meas-
ured with respect to their last reported job on the two-year follow-up survey. This means that
New Hope filled a greater void for sample members in the other subgroup, who were less likely
to receive health insurance from their employers and had fewer options to find affordable health
insurance on their own.

Program effects on child care assistance were stronger for those employed full time at
random assignment. In this case, the differences across the two employment subgroups reflect
greater access to alternative sources of child care subsidies among those not employed full time
at random assignment: 41.5 percent of controls in this group received such help from the welfare
department, compared with only 14.2 percent of program group members. (Once again, almost
all of the welfare department's child care subsidies were tied to mandatory work, education, and
training, activities for AFDC and Food Stamp recipients.) For those not employed full time, New
Hope's effect on all child care assistance combined was only an increase of 6.8 percentage
points, barely a statistically significant effect (p = 0.091). In contrast, New Hope increased use of
child care subsidies by those who were employed full time from 18.5 to 45.7 percent, a substan-
tial effect of 27.2 percentage points (as confirmed by an effect size of 0.57).

As discussed earlier, use of New Hope program benefits was more extensive among those
in the Child and Family Study (CFS) sample than among other New Hope sample members.
However, this did not translate into substantially larger program effects on service receipt
(figures shown in Appendix Table L3.2). While program group members in the CFS used more
health insurance and child care subsidies, controls were more likely to find these services on their
own: 67.4 percent of CFS controls used Medicaid at some point during the follow-up period and
41.4 percent received a child care subsidy from the welfare department. Overall, New Hope in-
creased the proportion of the CFS sample with access to health insurance from 85.5 percent for
CFS controls to 93.5 percent for program group members and increased use of any child care as-
sistance from 41.0 to 59.4 percent.

"As discussed earlier in this report, the Wisconsin Works (W-2) program which began in September 1997
provides subsidized work experience positions to families in need. Also, these W-2 jobs do not pay a wage, but

rather provide a flat monthly grant that is contingent on work participation. (See Table 2.4 for a brief description.)
Instead, welfare recipients who use these work experience positions are allowed to keep their welfare grants, which
are reduced if they refuse to participate in these jobs or when they do not work the required numberof hours.
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B. Use of Other Forms of Public Assistance

In addition to the benefits and services provided by New Hope, program participants and
controls had access to a number of different public assistance programs designed to supplement
the income of low-income people and help them meet necessary expenses for food, housing, and
heating. As New Hope provided its participants with an earnings supplement and other benefits,

one might expect the program to reduce sample members' reliance on these other programs. On

the other hand, these programs may attenuate the effects of New Hope on family income and
well-being, as controls may use these benefits in place of those provided by New Hope.

Impacts on receipt of AFDC and Food Stamps are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4,
which shows how the use of these benefits changes over time and also presents impacts on the
amount of benefits received. This chapter, using data from the two-year survey, presents a snap-
shot of sample members' use of these and other benefits, as reported at the time of the survey.

Table 3.6 shows that New Hope caused modest reductions in receipt of AFDC and Food
Stamps at the time of the survey, reducing the proportion of the sample receiving AFDC from
22.3 to 18.7 percent and the proportion receiving Food Stamps from 41.0 to 36.0 percent. (The
effect on AFDC was not quite significant.) In addition to these two benefits, about half of all
sample members received energy (heating) assistance, and more than a quarter received Special
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) benefits. Fewer sample
members received Supplemental Security Income (SSI), General Assistance (GA), or housing
benefits. '2 Aside from its effects on AFDC and Food Stamps, New Hope did not affect families'

use of any of these benefits.

It appears that New Hope reduced use of public assistance benefits only (AFDC, Food
Stamps, and WIC) for those employed full time at random assignment. However, the differences
in program effects across the two groups generally were not statistically significant. Impacts also
did not vary significantly with sample members' inclusion in the CFS sample. (Figures for the
CFS sample are shown in Appendix Table L3.3.)

C. Use of Education Services and Social Support

New Hope differed from many other interventions targeted at low-income workers and
welfare recipients because it was not designed around a specific set of employment or education
services. New Hope did not offer GED or vocational training classes or provide structured job
clubs." (Staff would, however, make referrals to such services for participants who needed
them.) Because the program increased sample members' incentive to seek full-time employment,

one might expect participants to be less interested in pursuing competing activities, such as going
back to school, pursuing a GED, or seeking vocational training. Also, the promise of a guaran-
teed CSJ might reduce the need to get additional training or an educational credential, as such an
increase in human capital was no longer needed to improve one's chances of finding full-time
work. Finally, program participants who found a job or reduced their reliance on public assis-

'Although GA ended in September 1995 in Wisconsin, some limited noncash benefits were available.
"For a brief period New Hope contracted with two organizations to run job clubs in the New Hope office, but

did not continue to provide this service. Some New Hope staff also ran informal meetings with small groups of par-

ticipants to discuss job search strategies.
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Table 3.6

The New Hope Project

Use of Other Public Assistance Programs for the Full Sample Within 24 Months After Random Assignment,
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Type of Program or Service

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference
Group Group Difference Difference Impact Sizea Between Panelsb

Full Sample

In prior month to survey, received:

AFDC 18.7 22.3 -3.6 0.123 -16.2 -0.09
Food Stamps 36.0 41.0 -5.0 * 0.066 -12.2 -0.10
Supplemental Security Income 11.9 11.7 0.2 0.933 1.4 0.01
General Assistance` 0.9 0.6 0.3 0.518 59.3 0.04
Energy (heating) assistanced 42.2 44.2 -2.0 0.494 -4.5 -0.04
Renter's assistance/Section 8/public housinge 9.5 11.8 -2.3 0.216 19.6 -0.07
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program
for Women, Infants, and Children 25.3 27.4 -2.1 0.394 -7.6 -0.05

Sample size 547 533

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In prior month to survey, received:

AFDC 10.2 17.5 -7.3 ** 0.041 -41.8 -0.18 0.261
Food Stamps 25.6 36.1 10.5 ** 0.026 -29.1 -0.22 0.135
Supplemental Security Income 9.2 6.4 2.8 0.338 43.9 0.09 0.332
General Assistancee 1.7 0.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Energy (heating) assistanced 34.7 40.4 -5.7 0.282 -14.0 -0.11 0.413
Renter's assistance/Section 8/public housinge 8.5 10.5 -2.0 0.527 -19.1 -0.06 0.962
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program
for Women, Infants, and Children 20.8 29.7 -8.9 ** 0.041 -30.1 -0.20 0.062 t

Sample size 185 162

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In prior month to survey, received:

AFDC 22.7 24.8 -2.0 0.498 -8.3 -0.05
Food Stamps 41.2 43.1 -1.9 0.575 -4.4 -0.04
Supplemental Security Income 13.2 14.2 -0.9 0.710 -6.6 -0.03
General Assistance` 0.6 0.8 -0.2 0.742 -25.8 -0.02
Energy (heating) assistanced 45.7 46.2 -0.5 0.894 -1.0 -0.01
Renter's assistance/Section 8/public housing e 10.1 12.3 -2.2 0.346 -17.9 -0.07
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program
for Women, Infants, and Children 27.3 26.5 0.9 0.770 3.2 0.02

Sample size 363 369

(continued)
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Table 3.6 (continued)

SOURCE: New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

Sample sizes for the employment subgroups may not add to the full sample because of missing data.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

N/a = not applicable.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard

deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,

even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of

the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered

statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.

eAlthough General Assistance ended in September 1995 in Wisconsin, some limited noncash benefits were available.

dQuestion on energy (heating) assistance covers past 24 months.

eQuestions asked whether respondent currently received renter's assistance or Section 8 or lived in public housing.
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tance would no longer be subject to mandatory participation in work-related activities sponsored
by the welfare department.

Table 3.7 partly confirms these'expectations, showing modest reductions in participation
in vocational training, and unpaid work experience. However, the table also shows that New
Hope provided more advice and emotional support. Among those not employed full time at ran-
dom assignment, the program reduced participation in vocational training and unpaid work expe-
rience. In response to program incentives, participants in that group sought employment
(possibly by way of CSJs) instead of using the other services.

Interestingly, impacts were in the opposite direction for those employed full time at ran-
dom assignment. New Hope actually increased the number of such sample members who at-
tended a job club, perhaps because some project reps held informal job search meetings and
made referrals to other community resources. Many control group members in this group would
not have had access to these services because their employment status made them less likely to
be served by the welfare department or other agencies.

The most pronounced differences in the table concern the items that cover advice and
emotional support. In the full sample and in both subgroups shown, New Hope participants were
far more likely to report having received these services. As discussed earlier, New Hope Project
reps often developed close working relationships with many program participants. The New
Hope program benefits were the primary focus of these relationships, but in the context of help-
ing participants maximize their benefits, program staff also would give advice on job decisions,
EIC use, health insurance, and other practical matters. In addition, program staff encouraged par-
ticipants, giving them emotional support when they needed it and helping remove obstacles to
their successful employment and continued participation in the program. Thus, staff members
might actively assist sample members with housing and transportation problems, financial emer-
gencies, child care or school problems, and even minor legal issues. Such active assistance is
sometimes part of "case management" in welfare bureaucracies, but in that context tends to be
less, intensive and less personal. It appears that low-income workers who do not receive public
assistance usually do not have access to such services either, as underscored by the very large
impact shown in the middle panel for those employed full time at random assignment.

Impacts on service receipt for parents in the CFS sample (shown in Appendix L3.4) were
fairly similar to those found for the full sample.

The vignette on page 99 illustrates a family that has managed to find the services and re-
sources they need under sometimes difficult circumstances. This family is in the control group
but illustrates a pattern of supplemental service use that could just as easily be found in many of
the New Hope families. New Hope was not the only resource used by families in the program or
control group.
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Table 3.7

The New Hope Project

Use of Employment and Education Services and Social Support by the Full Sample Within 24 Months After
Random Assignment, by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Type of Program or Service

Program Control P-Value for %

Group Group Difference Difference Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

In the past 24 months, ever attended:

Full Sample

Job club 30.1 27.1 3.0 0.254 11.1 0.07

ESL 2.1 2.5 -0.3 0.703 -13.7 -0.02

Adult education/GED/high school diploma 10.7 12.9 -2.2 0.226 -17.2 -0.07

College 7.6 6.6 1.0 0.501 15.5 0.04

Vocational training 14.1 18.5 -4.4 ** 0.049 -23.8 -0.12

Unpaid work experience 5.5 8.9 -3.4 ** 0.026 -37.9 -0.13

In the past 24 months, earned:
Any educational credential 22.8 24.3 -1.5 0.551 -6.3 -0.04

Training certificate or trade license 19.7 21.6 -1.9 0.438 -8.8 -0.05

In the past 24 months, ever received:
Economic/practical advice 24.1 14.6 9.5 *** 0.000 65.1 0.24

Emotional support/counseling 31.6 14.8 16.8 *** 0.000 114.2 0.40

Sample size 553 533

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In the past 24 months, ever attended:
Job club 19.7 11.3 8.4 ** 0.028 74.3 0.19 0.126

ESL 3.2 2.6 0.6 0.734 23.6 0.04 0.551

Adult education/GED/high school diploma 5.5 6.0 -0.5 0.847 -8.0 -0.01 0.437

College 9.9 9.6 0.3 0.913 3.6 0.01 0.741

Vocational training 14.8 14.4 0.5 0.905 3.1 0.01 0.122

Unpaid work experience 3.2 2.0 1.2 0.470 62.6 0.05 0.010 ftt

In the past 24 months, earned:
Any educational credential 21.4 23.9 -2.4 0.586 -10.2 -0.06 0.714

Training certificate or trade license 18.0 21.0 -3.0 0.484 -14.1 -0.07 0.696

In the past 24 months, ever received:
Economic/practical advice 24.1 9.7 14.4 *** 0.000 148.4 0.36 0.157

Emotional support/counseling 33.4 12.5 20.9 *** 0.000 167.5 0.49 0.273

Sample size 187 162

159
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Table 3.7 (continued)

Type of Program or Service

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference
Group Group Difference Difference Impact Sizea Between Panelsb

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In the past 24 months, ever attended:
Job club 35.2 34.6 0.6 0.872 1.6 0.01
ESL 1.7 2.4 -0.6 0.542 -26.2 -0.04
Adult education/GED/high school diploma 13.1 16.3 -3.2 0.193 -19.5 -0.10
College 6.6 5.1 1.5 0.373 29.9 0.06
Vocational training 13.6 20.4 -6.8 ** 0.014 -33.3 -0.18
Unpaid work experience 6.6 12.3 -5.7 *** 0.006 -46.4 -0.22

In the past 24 months, earned:
Any educational credential 23.8 24.2 -0.4 0.893 -1.8 -0.01
Training certificate or trade license 20.7 21.6 -0.9 0.758 -4.3 -0.02

In the past 24 months, ever received:
Economic/practical advice 24.3 16.9 7.4 ** 0.013 43.7 0.19
Emotional support/counseling 30.8 15.8 15.0 *** 0.000 94.9 0.35

Sample size 365 369

SOURCE: New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as ***=1 percent, **=5 percent, and *=10 percent.
Sample sizes for the employment subgroups may not add to the full sample because of missing data.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard

deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of
the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ftt = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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Families in the New Hope and Control Groups
Are Often Aware of, in Need of,

and Use a Variety of Services in Creative Ways

Katrina is a single white mother of three living on the south side. Because she was
assigned to the control group, she did not have access to the New Hope offer.
Still, she shows the ability to find resources for her family in the midst of very dif-
ficult circumstances as a single parent in a low-paying job. She has worked in a
bank's leasing department for about a year, although she has had several lateral
moves within the company during that time. She is looking for better-paying
work; she doesn't care what she does as long as the pay is good (she currently
makes $8.50 an hour) and there are benefits.

Katrina has developed the ability to navigate the complex world of social services,

despite or perhaps because of a constantly changing, sometimes troubled

life and the constraints of low-paying jobs that provide few or no benefits. In ad-
dition to caring for her children, she has been responsible for caring for two of her
sisters at various times, has been evicted from her apartment, and has struggled
with other personal problems. When her son needed medication and therapy for

severe behavior problems, she found an agency that would provide free counsel-

ing, not only for her son, but also for her entire family. After calling around to lo-
cate rent assistance, she made sure that the day applications were due, she would
be near the top of the waiting list. "We got there at 5:30 AM . . . we were the sec-

ond person in line." Until recently, she had never paid for any medical care, de-
spite a chronic asthma condition that plagues both her and her young daughter.
She educated herself, she said, about the EIC by reading about it in the federal
building. She recently moved so that her children will be within walking distance

of two different after-school programs. This makes it easier for Katrina to work
full time.

Katrina does not rely on a single program or one social worker for assistance. In-
stead, she assesses the needs of her family and then actively tries to meet those
needs, using a variety of agencies. Despite unrelenting financial pressure, this
patchwork quilt usually means that Katrina can provide food, clothing, and shelter
for her family. As she puts it, "I am just getting out there and hustling with what I

gotta do."

VII. Conclusion: How Strong Was the New Hope Intervention?

An analysis of the participation figures presented in this chapter makes it clear that New

Hope did not provide the full range of program benefits to every participant in every month. In

an average month, 29.6 percent of program group members received an earnings supplement,

17.3 percent were covered by health insurance, and 13.4 percent of participants with children

used child care assistance. Another 8.2 percent worked in a CSJ. What does this say about New

Hope's influence on sample members' lives?
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It is a difficult question to answer because participation rates and benefits received tell
only part of the New Hope participation story. Program group members who did not receive a
specific benefit in a particular month would still experience:

an incentive to work full time, which could affect participant behavior even in
months when they did not qualify for benefits

the offer of a CSJ, giving encouragement to participants unable to find full-
time work on their own and providing a backup job opportunity for those al-
ready working

the offer of affordable health insurance if needed

subsidized child care as a fallback option if other child care arrangements
were unstable

advice, encouragement, and job leads through contact with project reps, other
program staff, and fellow participants

Combining the actual financial benefits of New Hope with these other aspects of participants'
program experience makes the program seem both more substantial and more multifaceted than
the narrow and quantitative participation measures suggest. This interpretation is underscored by
the ethnographic vignettes presented throughout this chapter and those following.
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Chapter 4

New Hope's Effects on Work and Income

This chapter describes New Hope's effects on employment, earnings, and receipt of pub-

lic assistance. (Effects on income are summarized in this chapter and discussed in detail in
Chapter 5.) Program effects on all these outcomes are presented first for the full New Hope sam-

ple and then in more detail for important subgroups.

I. Key Findings

New Hope increased employment and earnings for those sample members not
already employed full time at random assignment. These increases were
strongest during the first year of follow-up and were strongly related to New
Hope's provision of community service jobs.

New Hope reduced hours worked beyond 40 a week for those already em-
ployed full time at random assignment.

Program effects on employment and earnings were strongest for those with
one of a number of possible barriers to employment.

New Hope reduced receipt of public assistance by sample members who were
employed full time at random assignment. These reductions appear related to

New Hope's earnings supplement.

II. New Hope's Rationale and Theoretical Framework

The New Hope program was designed in response to serious shortcomings in the em-
ployment situation of many low-income residents of Milwaukee. Despite substantial job growth,
low unemployment, and a very favorable economic situation, many low-income workers either
hold part-time jobs when they want to work full time; are intermittently unemployed, or earn a

wage insufficient to lift their family out of poverty. In addition, most low-wage jobs do not offer
health benefits, although most Americans consider such benefits a necessity. Also, many low-
income families must spend substantial amounts of money to place their children in child care
while they work. The lack of subsidized child care is well documented and is widely considered
to be a substantial barrier to the labor force participation of low-income parents.'

To address these problems in the context of a demonstration program, New Hope offered
its participants an array of services and benefits, as discussed in preceding chapters. These serv-
ices and their potential effects on employment, earnings, public assistance, and income are sum-
marized in Figure 4.1, which is an expansion of one portion of the conceptual model presented in

Chapter 1 (Figure 1.4).

'Phillips and Bridgmann, 1995.
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A. Effects on Job Decisions

New Hope's expectation was that its benefits and services would affect the behavior of
program participants and the choices they make. Such changes in behavior caused by the pro-
gram can either magnify or reduce the program's benefits for its participants. The first column of
Figure 4.1 lists all the components of New Hope discussed in the previous chapter. Arrows from
these components connect to the key outcomes discussed in this chapter. The figure is not a
comprehensive depiction of reality: the arrows link to only the outcomes they are most likely to
affect directly, and not all possible outcomes are shown.

The second column of Figure 4.1 shows two areas of employment outcomes that might be
affected by New Hope: employment decisions and ability to find a job. By providing earnings
supplements and assistance with child care and health care, New Hope increases the immediate
payoff from work while simultaneously reducing some of the costs associated with going to
work. Along with a 30-hour weekly minimum work requirement to qualify for benefits, these
factors might be expected to increase (a) the number of participants who seek employment and
(b) the number of hours they work (shown in the third column).2 This expected response is one of
the key assumptions underlying the concept of "making work pay."

As discussed in previous chapters, New Hope offers community service job opportunities
for those who cannot find employment on their own. In addition, New Hope project representa-
tives actively assist and support participants in their search for unsubsidized employment. Con-
sequently, one might expect the access to jobs and the range of job options to be increased by
New Hope, as shown in the second column. This, in turn, would affect the employment decisions
and actual employment outcomes of those participating in the program. Again, the initial expec-
tation is that New Hope will increase employment as a result.

The third column of Figure 4.1 shows how New Hope was expected to increase partici-
pants' income both directly, by providing them with financial and in-kind assistance, and indi-
rectly, by increasing their earnings from work. Such increases in income (and financial stability)
can affect subsequent choices that people make. Specifically, economic literature and past expe-
rience with programs that transfer income predict that those who benefit from such transfers may
decide to reduce their work effort in favor of family time, social activities, or other types of
"leisure.' This can produce a negative effect on employment that, for some participants, could

'The effect of the 30-hour rule on participants' response to the program is not altogether obvious. While this
threshold substantially increases the incentive for those not working at all and for those working substantially less

than 30 hours, it also introduces a "hurdle" that may be difficult to overcome for some participants, especially those
with limited work experience or substantial barriers to employment. For those who for some reason cannot work 30
hours, the program's benefits (and thereby its potential effect on their behavior and subsequent outcomes) are se-
verely curtailed.

'There is an extensive economic literature on these responses to changes in income from transfers and subsi-
dies. Much of this literature discusses a series of social experiments conducted in the early 1970s, known as the
negative income tax (NIT) experiments. In these experiments, it was found that increasing the income of poor fami-
lies by using tax-based subsidies reduced the labor supply (work effort) of the affected families, but not universally
so and usually not to any substantial degree. For a discussion of the underlying theory and findings from these NIT
studies, see, for example, Robins et al., 1978, 1980; Danziger et al., 1981; Ashenfelter, 1978; Ashenfelter and Plant,
1990; Killingsworth, 1976; and Robins and West, 1983. For more recent examples, see Card and Robins, 1996; and
Berlin et al., 1998. For a discussion of the role played by marginal taxes and labor supply in the design of the New
Hope offer, see Brock et al., 1997, pp. 200-213.
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offset the positive effects mentioned above. Specifically, one might expect such negative effects
to occur for those who already work well over 30 hours a week and do not need the program's
help in finding a job. Especially among the working poor, who already often must hold several
jobs to break even, the added income from a program like New Hope might offer a good oppor-
tunity to settle into a more manageable work life. The expected effect in that case would be a re-
duction in work effort.

The last column shows that the program's effects on employment and earnings could af-
fect receipt of public assistance by its participants. That is, because of both welfare rules and in-
dividual choice, participants may receive fewer public assistance payments than they would have
in the absence of the program. While this dampens the program's potential effects on sample
members' income, it also generates program benefits for the government and for taxpayers.

B. Measuring Program Impacts

When implementing a set of benefits such as those offered by the New Hope program, it
is important to document all of these behavioral responses. Even when the use of actual program
benefits is well documented, the real "impact" of the program includes both these benefits and
the behavioral responses they elicit. For example, a New Hope participant may be much better
off because her income is increased with an earnings supplement and her child care needs are
heavily subsidized by New Hope. But if such help from the program also causes her to leave wel-
fare for work, the overall benefit will be much greater than the amount of money transferred
through New Hope.

It is difficult to assess behavioral changes resulting from participation in New Hope by
looking only at the participants. As their lives change over time, some of this change may be at-
tributable to their contact with New Hope while other changes might have happened anyway.
Therefore, an independent assessment must be made of what would have happened to New Hope
participants in the program's absence. In this case, such an assessment is based on the experi-
ences of the control group.

III. Data Sources

The findings presented in this chapter draw on a number of different data sources. Pro-
gram impacts measured over time are assessed primarily with data from administrative records.
Earnings and employment outcomes were measured with unemployment insurance (U1) earnings
records, which were available for all 1,357 sample members in the evaluation. Because these data
are limited to quarterly earnings reports, they do not cover many interesting details about sample
members' employment experiences.' Therefore, for impacts on hours of work, hourly wage rates,
or month-to-month changes in employment status or the type of job held, we have to rely on sur-
vey data. The two-year follow-up survey was completed by 1,086 sample members (or 80.0 per-
cent of the full sample). To assess the extent to which findings vary depending on the data source
used, U1 earnings data and survey data were compared. The results from this comparison are pre-
sented in Appendix G, showing some discrepancy between the two data sources (as is usually the

'They also fail to capture earnings for sample members who move or work out of state and for those who are
self-employed.

16 7
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case when different data sources are used in the same study). However, these discrepancies did
not have significant consequences for program effect estimates.

Since earnings from employment are not the only income source available to New Hope
sample members, this evaluation obtained follow-up data from several other administrative
sources, including the Wisconsin tax system (a source of information on use of the federal and
Wisconsin Earned Income Credits), the AFDC system (now replaced with Wisconsin Works, or
W-2), Food Stamp databases, and the Medicaid system. For New Hope participants, these data
are supplemented with various measures of program benefits, such as the earnings supplements,
earnings from CSJs, and health and child care benefits, all collected from New Hope program
administrators.

An advantage of all these administrative data sources is that they enable us to construct
longitudinal measures of employment, earnings, and public assistance receipt, showing how par-
ticipants fared over time. However, a disadvantage is that they do not cover all possible sources
of household income. Most of these data are available for only one person in each household.
This person, the "primary sample member," provided his or her Social Security number (SSN)
and other identifying information to New Hope on application to the program.' While other
household members may have worked and contributed income to the primary sample members'
household, there is no way of knowing exactly how much they worked and how much income
they contributed to the household. Also, many income sources that are not captured by the ad-
ministrative data collected may be very important to some households in the New Hope sample.
Examples of such income sources include General Assistance, Supplemental Security Income,
alimony or child support, and financial help from family and friends. Thus, it is likely that our
continuous measures of household income underestimate the amount of income actually avail-
able to New Hope sample members. For individual families, such underestimates could be quite

large.6

IV. Program Effects for the Full Sample: A Summary

Figure 4.2 shows quarterly employment rates for the full New Hope sample for both
years of follow-up. Two program group lines are shown, one without CSJs. Four distinct findings
emerge, namely, (1) that both research groups maintained relatively high levels of employment
throughout the follow-up period, (2) that those levels did not increase much over time, (3) that
program group members were more likely to be employed than controls, and (4) that CSJs played
an important part in New Hope's program effects on employment. Program-control group differ-
ences were strongest in the first year of the follow-up period, when CSJ use was highest.

5A relatively small number of sample members provided a second SSN for another working member of the
household. Information for this second person is included in the analysis, but it is not appropriate to aggregate in-

come from both household members into a single measure because we did not obtain subsequent SSNs for new
household members or learn if original household members left the household.

'Fortunately, the two-year follow-up survey enables us to assess the extent of underreporting in the continuous
administrative data. Survey respondents were asked to list all income sources for the month preceding the two-year
follow-up survey, including income from household members other than themselves. Impact estimates using these

income measures are included in Appendix G.
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Figure 4.2

The New Hope Project

Quarterly Employment Rates, by Research Group

100 -

90

80

70 ..... .............................
60 X X XX X

X

50

40 - Program group

30 - Control group

Program--X-- group
without CSJs20

10

2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Quarter After Random Assignment

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Project MIS client- tracking database and Wisconsin
unemployment insurance (UI) records.
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The fact that quarterly employment rates ranged from 65 to almost 80 percent reflects the
work readiness and other background characteristics of applicants to New Hope as well as the
strength of the Milwaukee economy during the time of the study. Both of these factors, while
resulting in high rates of employment, probably also explain why employment rates did not show
an upward trend over time. Most sample members who could work in an unsubsidized job
probably already did so, and many of those who did not may have been engaged in employment
that was not covered by UI records. In other words, there was relatively little room for improve-
ment in the rate at which New Hope participants were employed.

Nonetheless, participation in New Hope did shift the overall level of employment by
between 4 and 11 percentage points in each of the eight follow-up quarters. This increase is not a
very large effect in absolute terms, but it represents a substantial share of those who would not
have worked in the absence of New Hope. For example, in the third quarter (when New Hope
had its largest effect on the quarterly employment rate), the program impact was 11.3 percentage
points. The control group estimate shows that 63.1 percent of program participants would have
been employed without New Hope, leaving about 37 percent not working and subject to a New
Hope employment effect. Thus, almost a third of these sample members entered employment in
that quarter because of their participation in New Hope and their access to CSJs.

Figure 4.2 also shows that the employment impacts declined over time, mostly because
employment rates in the control group increased somewhat, while those in the program group
stayed relatively flat. This is as one might expect, because over time controls would have experi-
enced other incentives to seek employment, such as the tightening labor market, increasing
wages, and the changing welfare situation in Wisconsin.

Finally, Figure 4.2 illustrates the importance of CSJs. In every quarter, fewer program
group members than controls were employed in unsubsidized jobs, and CSJs remained important
in both years of follow-up. While it is not possible to estimate how many program group mem-
bers would have worked in regular jobs if there had been no CSJs, it is safe to say that these sub-
sidized jobs contributed substantially to New Hope's positive effects on employment.

Table 4.1 summarizes the employment impacts for the full New Hope sample and also
shows impacts on earnings, welfare receipt, and income.' Again, the absolute levels of employ-
ment are quite high, reflecting the way the New Hope sample was recruited and the strong econ-
omy in Milwaukee. Fully 95.5 percent of those offered New Hope had a UI-covered job at some
point during the two-year follow-up period, as did 90.0 percent of controls. The difference, 5.5
percentage points, was statistically significant, representing a greater than 50 percent reduction in
the number of sample members who never worked in such jobs during the follow-up period. This
impact also translates into a significant increase in the number of quarters that sample members
were employed. Despite their small absolute size, these effects were quite significant, which also
is indicated by effect sizes of 0.21 and 0.22, respectively.'

'The basic format of this table is repeated throughout the report, whenever program-control group differences
are presented. For a discussion of how to read and interpret these tables, see the box in Chapter 3 on pages 90-91.

'Effect sizes are presented to enable readers to compare the relative size of program effects across different out-
come areas.
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Table 4.1

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Employment, Earnings, Welfare Receipt, and Income

Outcome
Program

Group
Control

Group Difference
P-Value for

Difference Impact
Effect

Sizea

Ever employed (%)
Year 1 90.8 83.0 7.8 *** 0.000 9.4 0.23
Year 2 86.8 81.3 5.5 *** 0.004 6.8 0.15
Both years 95.5 90.0 5.5 *** 0.000 6.1 0.21

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 3.0 2.6 0.4 *** 0.000 14.9 0.27
Year 2 2.9 2.7 0.2 ** 0.022 6.7 0.12
Both years 5.9 5.4 0.6 *** 0.000 10.8 0.22

Earnings ($)
Year 1 6,833 6,250 583 ** 0.036 9.3 0.09
Year 2 7,862 7,799 63 0.857 0.8 0.01
Both years 14,695 14,049 646 0.265 4.6 0.05

EICb (5)
Year 1 893 881 12 0.838 1.4 0.01
Year 2 1,170 1,022 149 ** 0.041 14.5 0.11
Both years 2,063 1,902 161 0.178 8.5 0.07

New Hope supplement ($)
Year 1 484 0 484 n/a n/a n/a
Year 2 425 0 425 n/a n/a n/a
Both years 908 0 908 n/a n/a n/a

Earnings-related income ($)
Year 1 8,210 7,130 1,080 *** 0.000 15.1 0.16
Year 2 9,457 8,818 639 * 0.088 7.2 0.08
Both years 17,667 15,949 1,718 *** 0.005 10.8 0.12

AFDC ($)
Year 1 2,450 2,482 -32 0.774 -1.3 -0.01
Year 2 1,427 1,519 -92 0.400 -6.1 -0.04
Both years 3,877 4,002 -125 0.525 -3.1 -0.03

Food Stamps ($)
Year 1 1,643 1,674 -31 0.628 -1.9 -0.02
Year 2 1,262 1,213 49 0.485 4.0 0.03
Both years 2,905 2,887 17 0.885 0.6 0.01

Earnings-related income plus
AFDC and Food Stamps ($)

Year 1 12,303 11,287 1,016 *** 0.001 9.0 0.14
Year 2 12,145 11,551 595 0.108 5.2 0.07
Both years 24,449 22,838 1,611 *** 0.009 7.1 0.11

(continued)
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Table 4.1 (continued)

Outcome

Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference Impact

Effect

Sizea

Earnings-related income above

the federal poverty lined ( % )
Year 1 26.1 20.6 5.6 ** 0.016 27.0 0.13
Year 2 34.5 26.8 7.8 *** 0.002 29.1 0.17

Sample size 677 676

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Project MIS client-tracking database,
Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records, and Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development
AFDC and Food Stamp records.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics
between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5
percent, and * = 10 percent.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
N/a = not applicable.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of
the standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained
from the full research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

bCombines federal and Wisconsin Earned Income Credits (EICs). Counted as income the first quarter of
the calendar year after the benefits accrue.

Combines earnings, EIC, and the New Hope supplement.

dThis measure could be calculated only for two-year survey respondents.
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In contrast to its employment impacts, which held up in both follow-up years, the pro-
gram's earnings impacts were mostly limited to the first year. In that year, New Hope increased
average earnings by $583, or almost 10 percent.' However, this impact disappeared in the second
year, and the combined two-year earnings impact was not statistically significant.

As discussed in previous chapters, the Earned Income Credit (EIC) played an important
part in New Hope's message and in its efforts to lift working families out of poverty. Project rep-
resentatives regularly discussed the benefits of the EIC with program participants and signifi-
cantly more program group members than controls reported knowing about this important benefit
for low-income working families.' It appears that these efforts paid off at least to some extent as
New Hope increased EIC benefits (federal and state combined) by 14.5 percent (or $149) in the
second year of follow-up, for an effect size of 0.11. A similar impact was not found for the first
year owing to the delayed nature of these benefits (they are usually received in the first quarter of
the calendar year following the one during which they accrue).

Participants' income was further increased by the New Hope earnings supplement, which,
as Table 4.1 shows, benefited program group members exclusively. Across the entire sample of
those assigned to the program, the average amount of the earnings supplement was $484 in year
1 and $425 in year 2. Together with the earnings and EIC benefits, this supplement constitutes a
component of "earnings-related income," that is, income directly connected to one's work effort.
When such a measure is analyzed, New Hope's contribution amounts to a 15.1 percent increase
in the first year of follow-up, an effect that is more than halved in the second year. Overall, New
Hope participants had $1,718 more in earnings-related income than their control group counter-
parts over the two years of follow-up. In terms of effect sizes, these impacts are still quite small
at 0.16 for the first year, 0.08 for the second year, and 0.12 overall.

Table 4.1 also shows program effects on welfare receipt (in the form of AFDC and Food
Stamps). It appears that, at least for the sample as a whole, New Hope did not significantly
change the amount of these benefits received by its participants." Adding public assistance to
earnings-related income results in a measure of "total" income, which, as will be discussed later,
covers most of sample members' total reported household income. Again, New Hope signifi-
cantly increased income measured this way, although clearly all of this effect comes from income
related to earnings, and much of that is directly tied to the earnings supplement.

Finally, the table compares the earnings-related income with the federal poverty standard:
New Hope significantly increased the proportion of sample members who were able to work
their way out of poverty. (Details of this comparison will be discussed in Chapter 5.) In each of
the two follow-up years, a majority of program group members remained poor, as measured
against this standard, but among program group members this proportion was 5.6 and 7.8 per-
centage points lower for year 1 and year 2, respectively, than it was for controls in similar cir-
cumstances.

'Reflecting the greater variability in earnings than in employment rates, the effect size was much smaller, at
0.09. Most researchers would not consider an impact of this size meaningful.

'Interestingly, the text box on "Use of EIC Benefits" in Chapter 5 shows that tax filing rates were only margin-
ally higher for program group members than for controls.

"A later section of this chapter shows that the program did affect these outcomes for some subgroups of par-
ticipants.
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In summary, Table 4.1 shows that New Hope simultaneously increased the work effort
and the income of its participants. Effect sizes were much larger for the employment impacts
than for the earnings and income impacts. With effect sizes for the income measures ranging
from 0.14 in year 1 to 0.07 in year 2, it is unlikely that New Hope's impacts on family income
were large enough to produce substantial impacts on family functioning and child outcomes, as
hypothesized in Chapter 1. Any such impacts, if they are found, would have to be related to other
aspects of the New Hope experience.

It appears that expected reductions in work effort due to increased income were more
than offset by participants' greater incentive to work and by the program's assistance in getting
and staying employed, including its provision of subsidized CSJ employment. This is an impor-
tant finding in light of the historical evidence of reductions in work effort in the negative income
tax experiments. New Hope shows that it is possible to increase the income of low-income work-
ers with earnings subsidies without reducing their work effort substantially.

The following sections will look at employment outcomes and welfare receipt in more
detail, including analyses for various subgroups for whom effects might be expected to vary.

V. New Hope's Effects on Employment and Earnings

A. Impacts by Initial Employment Status

While Figure 4.2 and Table 4.1 provide a useful summary of the program's overall em-
ployment effects, experiences of specific subgroups elucidate how and for whom these effects
occurred. In this section, we compare two subgroups, defined by their employment status at the
time of their application to New Hope (see Chapter 2). Their quarterly employment rates are
shown in Figure 4.3. The first group consists of 418 sample members who reported being em-
ployed for 30 hours or more at the time of their application and thus were eligible to receive
earnings supplements and other program benefits as soon as they entered the program. New Hope
staff did not have to assist them with an initial job search or find a CSJ for them. (Of course,
their initial employment status could change and often did at which time these participants
could apply for a CSJ if they could not find full-time employment on their own.) Because they
were already employed full time, one would expect smaller program effects on entry into em-
ployment for this group.

Members of the second group reported working part time or not at all when they first ap-
plied to New Hope. In order to take full advantage of the New Hope offer, these sample members
needed to increase their work hours. The program assisted them in this effort by providing advice
and developing CSJs. Among these sample members one would expect significant program ef-
fects on entry into employment and work effort.

Figure 4.3 bears out these expectations, showing that those who were not employed full
time at the time of their application experienced the anticipated impacts on employment. For
those already working full time, employment effects were very small and never statistically sig-
nificant, as almost everyone, in both program and control groups, remained employed throughout
most of the follow-up period. As shown in Table 4.2, program group members who were em-
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Figure 4.3

The New Hope Project

Quarterly Employment Rates, by Research Group
and Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment
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SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF), New Hope Project
MIS client-tracking database, and Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records.
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Table 4.2

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Employment and Earnings,
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Program

Outcome Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Ever employed (%)
Year 1 97.2 94.7 2.5 0.185 2.6 0.07 0.014 tt

Year 2 94.4 91.8 2.6 0.279 2.9 0.07 0.256

Both years 98.4 97.3 1.1 0.406 1.2 0.04 0.009 ttt

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 3.5 3.4 0.1 0.288 3.1 0.07 0.003 ttt

Year 2 3.3 3.3 0.0 0.691 1.4 0.03 0.224

Both years 6.9 6.7 0.2 0.417 2.3 0.06 0.019 tt

Earnings ($)
Year 1 10,227 10,480 -253 0.629 -2.4 -0.04 0.055 t

Year 2 10,662 . 11,550 -889 0.183 -7.7 -0.12 0.082 t

Both years 20,889 22,030 -1,142 0.296 -5.2 -0.09 0.048 tt

Sample size 218 200

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Ever employed (%)
Year 1 87.8 77.9 9.9 *** 0.000 12.7 0.29

Year 2 83.3 76.7 6.6 * ** 0.010 8.6 0.18

Both years 94.1 86.9 7.2 *** 0.000 8.3 0.28

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 2.8 2.3 0.5 *** 0.000 22.2 0.35

Year 2 2.7 2.5 0.2 ** 0.023 9.6 0.15

Both years 5.5 4.8 0.7 *** 0.000 15.7 0.28

Earnings ($)
Year 1 5,295 4,380 916 *** 0.004 20.9 0.15

Year 2 6,602 6,129 473 0.253 7.7 0.06

Both years 11,898 10,509 1,389 ** 0.037 13.2 0.11

Sample size 459 476
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Table 4.2 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF), New Hope Project MIS
client-tracking database, and Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between the
program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of
the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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ployed full time when they first entered New Hope were employed in 6.9 of the 8 quarters of
follow-up, on average. (This figure is based on UI data and excludes some jobs.)

For the larger subgroup of those not employed full time at random assignment, impacts
were substantial and sustained throughout the follow-up period, albeit smaller in the second year
than in the first. In most quarters, about 70 percent of New Hope participants in this subgroup
were employed compared with about 60 percent of controls. While these are sizable differences,
the program group line is remarkably flat for this subgroup. One might expect that average quar-
terly employment rates within this group would increase over time, especially with the help of
New Hope. However, while almost everyone worked at some point during the follow-up period
(94.1 percent of New Hope participants, as shown in Table 4.2), almost two-thirds of New Hope
participants in this group were unemployed for at least one quarter (not shown). Quarterly rates
of unemployment did not improve substantially over time. This apparent "ceiling effect" on the
quarterly employment rate shows that programs such as New Hope are limited in what they can
accomplish.

Table 4.2 shows these employment outcomes in more detail and includes impacts on
earnings. All employment effects are concentrated in the lower panel of this table, among those
not employed full time at baseline.". Over the two years of follow-up, New Hope increased the
earnings of these sample members by $1,389, or 13.2 percent: Most of this increase was concen-
trated in the first year of follow-up. As was found for the full sample in Table 4.1, effect sizes
were larger for employment impacts (0.28 for both years combined) than for earnings impacts
(0.11). The former signals a substantial increase in employment' and a significant change in par-
ticipants' lives.

It is notable that earnings impacts for sample members who already worked full time at
baseline tended to be negative, albeit very small and not statistically significant. Analyses of sur-
vey data showed that these participants somewhat reduced the number of hours they worked
(shown in Table 4.5) once their income was supplemented by New Hope (one of the expected
behavioral effects discussed earlier).

B. How Earnings Were Distributed

Figure 4.4 shows the distribution of two-year earnings for the program and control
groups, broken down by full-time employment status at random assignment. The upper part of
the figure depicts this distribution for those employed full time at application. It shows a rela-
tively even distribution of earnings with little difference between patterns for the program and
the control groups. Program group members were somewhat more likely to have two-year earn-
ings in the $5,000-$20,000 range and control group members were more likely to have two-year
earnings higher than $45,000. However, there is no clear pattern of program-control differences,
most of which were not statistically significant.

The lower part of Figure 4.4 shows a much clearer pattern of differences and a much
more skewed distribution of earnings for those not employed full time at random assignment.
A large share of these sample members had earnings under $5,000 for the two follow-up years

'The p-values in the last column of the upper panel indicate that New Hope's effects on employment and
earnings varied significantly across the two employment subgroups.
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Figure 4.4

The New Hope Project

Distribution of Two-Year Earnings, by Research Group
and Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment
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SOURCES:, MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope, Background Information Form (BIT),New
Hope Project MIS client-tracking database and Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records.
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combined, and the New Hope program considerably reduced this share. Specifically, 43.6 per-
cent of controls earned less than $5,000 compared with 33.2 percent of program group members.
There were no such shifts across earnings categories in the higher regions of the earnings distri-
bution.

C. The Role of Community Service Jobs

As discussed above, the employment outcomes of New Hope participants could have
been affected by the various program components in several different ways. One of the most im-
portant components in this regard is the provision of CSJ opportunities. These jobs were avail-
able to New Hope participants who wanted full-time employment and were unable to find it on
their own. Most CSJs were full-time jobs, but a small percentage were part-time positions that
part-time workers could use to supplement their hours to reach the 30 required to receive pro-
gram benefits.

The nature and use of CSJs as well as the implementation of New Hope's CSJ component
are discussed extensively in Poglinco, Brash, and Granger (1998). They found that CSJs were
made available in sufficient numbers, were "real" jobs involving productive activities, and were
used as a bridge to unsubsidized employment, as intended by program administrators. They de-
scribe how New Hope successfully used, a variety of methods to discourage participants from
substituting CSJ employment for regular employment and to prevent them from having extended
stays in CSJs.

The authors did not have access to two-year data on CSJ use from the survey or from
program records. Analyses of these longer-term data confirm their findings:

Thirty-two percent of all participants used a CSJ at any time during the two-
year follow-up period, spending an average of 6.1 months in such a job.

About two-thirds of all CSJ participants had one continuous spell of CSJ em-
ployment, and most of the remaining participants had two spells.

Over 90 percent of continuous spells were shorter than nine months, but 20
percent of CSJ participants spent more than nine months in a CSJ, often on
multiple separate occasions.

CSJ use was not limited to the first couple of months of program participation:
more than 40 percent of CSJ users were still in such a job after one and a half
years in the program.

Finally, 62.2 percent of CSJ users were employed in a regular job during the
quarter immediately following the end of their CSJ, which means that CSJs
were a bridge to regular employment for many, but not for all, participants
who used this program component.
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Are CSJs Responsible for the Entire Employment Effect?

Table 4.3 shows that New Hope's effects on employment and earnings for those
not employed full time appear to be explained entirely by the provision of com-
munity service jobs. When impacts are calculated using unsubsidized employment
only, the program effects disappear. What does this mean?

To simplify the problem, assume that there are two options:

1. All those who worked in a CSJ did so only because they had access to
such a subsidized job. Without it they would not have worked and would
have had zero earnings.

2. All those who worked in a CSJ would have worked in an unsubsidized job
if there were no CSJs. Their earnings would have been the same or
higher.

In the former case, the right way to estimate New Hope's effects in the absence of
CSJs is to exclude them from the analysis, as was done in the last column of Table
4.3. In the latter case, CSJ earnings would need to be added to earnings from un-
subsidized jobs to calculate what unsubsidized earnings would have been in the
absence of CSJs.

The true estimate of New Hope's program effects in the absence of CSJs lies
somewhere between these two extremes. The question is where.

There is evidence that some CSJ users would not have worked at all without a
CSJ. Among the 221 participants who worked in a CSJ, 20 had no earnings in ad-
dition to those from their CSJ. However, these participants did not earn a lot of
money in their CSJs. Most of them did not complete six months in a CSJ and av-
erage total earnings were only $3,184 for this sample of 20. The other 201 partici-
pants had at least some unsubsidized earnings in addition to their CSJ, which are
shown in the figure below.

Comparing Unsubsidized Earnings and CSJs
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(continued)

From the figure it appears that CSJs accounted for less than half of the earnings
of CSJ users, even in the earlier quarters of follow-up.

Another analysis, using the same sample of 201 CSJ users who also had unsub-
sidized employment, showed that these participants combined a CSJ with unsub-
sidized employment in 17 percent of all quarters. In only 18 percent of all quar-
ters did they have only CSJ employment. Finally, in the average quarter during
which they participated in a CSJ, participants earned $471 in unsubsidized
earnings, or almost half as much as their CSJ earnings of $974 during such
quarters.

All of this points to the fact that many CSJ users had other employment oppor-
tunities while they worked in a CSJ, suggesting that there was at least some de-
gree of substitution of CSJs for unsubsidized employment. This, in turn, makes
the first proposition quite implausible, moving us more toward the second one.
Consequently, there is evidence that New Hope would have increased the earn-
ings of CSJ users even in the absence of CSJs, suggesting that its impacts went
beyond the provision of subsidized employment. However, all of this is not evi-
dence that CSJs actually improved participants' long-term employment pros-
pects, but doing so might have been difficult in the context of Milwaukee's labor
market.

An important question concerns the extent to which CSJs contributed to New Hope's em-
ployment effects. As discussed above, one might expect both financial incentives and guaranteed
jobs (which CSJs are) to contribute to New Hope's employment effects, especially for those not
working full time when they entered the program. The financial incentives would have made it
more attractive (or feasible) for this group to work and the CSJs would be available to help those
unable to find a full-time job on their own. Ideally, one would expect to see employment gains
attributable to both of these program components, not just to CSJ employment.

Unfortunately, the effects of CSJs cannot be separated from the effects of other compo-
nents because there was no group in the study that had access to New Hope's financial incentives
and work supports, but not to the CSJ component. Since all New Hope participants could use all

parts of the program, we have no valid measure of what CSJ users would have done without this
program component. It is likely that many would not have found suitable employment on their
own, but others, helped by New Hope's other supports, might have anyway, possibly with some
delay. Thus, one cannot assume that all participants who worked in a CSJ would have been un-
employed otherwise.

Table 4.3 offers some insight into the importance of CSJ employment for New Hope par-
ticipants. It shows impacts on employment and earnings similar to those presented in Table 4.2,
but with and without earnings from CSJs. The first column corresponds to the "program group"
column in Table 4.2, and the second column shows the results after all CSJ employment was re-
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Table 4.3

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Employment and Earnings, With and Without CSJs,
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome

Program
Group Difference

With Without Control
CSJ CSJ Group

With
CSJ

Without
CSJ

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Ever employed (%)
Year 1 97.2 95.8 94.7 2.5 1.2
Year 2 94.4 93.3 91.8 2.6 1.6
Both years 98.4 98.0 97.3 1.1 0.7

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 3.5 3.4 3.4 0.1 0.0
Year 2 3.3 3.2 3.3 0.0 -0.1
Both years 6.9 6.6 6.7 0.2 -0.1

Earnings ($)
Year 1 10,227 9,976 10,480 -253 -504
Year 2 10,662 10,365 11,550 -889 -1,185 *
Both years 20,889 20,341 22,030 -1,142 -1,689

Sample size 218 218 200

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Ever employed (%)
Year 1 87.8 80.1 77.9 9.9 *** 2.2
Year 2 83.3 77.8 76.7 6.6 *** 1.1
Both years 94.1 88.9 86.9 7.2 *** 2.0

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 2.8 2.3 2.3 0.5 *** 0.0
Year 2 2.7 2.5 2.4 0.2 ** 0.0
Both years 5.5 4.8 4.8 0.7 *** 0.0

Earnings ($)
Year 1 5,295 4,627 4,380 916 * ** 247
Year 2 6,602 6,136 6,129 473 7
Both years 11,898 10,763 10,509 1,389 ** 254

Sample size 459 459 476

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from theNew Hope Background Information Form (BIF), New
Hope Project MIS client-tracking database, and Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics
between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5
percent, and * = 10 percent.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
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moved from the various employment measures. The. "control group" column is identical to the

one shown in Table 4.2 (controls did not have access to CSJs). The two "difference" columns

show that New Hope program effects would probably have been much less positive if only
"regular" employment were considered in the analysis. In that case, program effects for the group

working full time at random assignment might have been negative and program effects for the

other group might have virtually disappeared.

While these impacts suggest that CSJs were an important program component, one can-

not attribute all employment and earnings gains to this component. Although we do not know
how many, some of the participants who entered employment through a CSJ would have found
regular full-time work, even in the absence of CSJs. Therefore, removingall CSJs from the pro-

gram group estimates is an inappropriate way to estimate how the program would have fared

without these guaranteed jobs. However, the lack of any impacts on "regular" employment does
suggest that New Hope would not have achieved the employment effects it did without providing

subsidized jobs for those who needed them. The vignette below illustrates the potential for CSJs

to lead to permanent employment. CSJs provided by New Hope did not include the promise of a

permanent job at the host site, although some New Hope participants did get hired permanently.

However, most CSJ users transitioned into non-CSJ jobs at different locations.

L'Kesha's CSJ Leads to a Permanent Job

L'Kesha, an African-American aged 28, lives in an apartment complex on the out-
skirts of Milwaukee with her boyfriend and two children. Although L'Kesha had a
few part-time jobs in high school, she never had anything she considered a
"regular job" until she was enrolled in New Hope. For the past four years she has
worked steadily because of the help of New Hope's community service job

placements.

When L'Kesha was selected for New Hope, she was ready to end her dependency
on welfare. Two months after enrolling in New Hope, after trying to find work in
the private sector, L'Kesha was placed in a CSJ at a food bank. She worked suc-
cessfully at the job for the six months until the placement came to an end. Again
unable to find a job in the private sector, New Hope placed her in a second CSJ
job in a shelter for homeless people. She was hired permanently, and three years
later is still working full time for the same organization. She gets vacation, sick
time, and health insurance for herself and her children. She has even received a
promotion to receptionist.

L'Kesha reflects positively on her experiences with New Hope and the employ-
ment opportunities available to.her through CSJs. While she acknowledges prob-
lems with her supervisor and the clients, and has days when she comes home ex-
hausted and stressed, she vows to. keep working for the sake of her children. Her
boyfriend has told her that whenever she wants 'to stop work he will take on a sec-
ond job. However, L'Kesha prefers to have her own money so she can spend it as

she pleases.
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D. Relating Benefit Use and Earnings

An intriguing question in the, analysis of New Hope's effects is the extent to which higher
levels of benefit use were associated with better employment, outcomes. Straightforward com-
parisons of outcomes for program and control group members do not provide a satisfactory an-
swer to this question. Further analysis may help. The two graphs below illustrate how direct
comparisons of service receipt and employment outcomes (in this case earnings) can be used to
better understand the relationship between participation and outcomes. The first graph is a
"scatterplot" of total two-year earnings (on the vertical axis) and total two-year supplements re-
ceived (on the horizontal axis). Because this relationship is expected to vary by family size, the
graph includes only program group members whose immediate family consisted of three persons
at the time of the two-year follow-up survey." As expected, the data points roughly resemble an
inverted "C." The highest earnings supplements are associated with average-size earnings and
lower supplements are associated with either low or high earnings. Statistical analysis (not
shown here) confirms this shape, finding that such an inverted "C" explains about 15 percent of
the variation in these data points. This finding is statistically significant.
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This relationship between earnings and supplements was implicitly built into the New
Hope offer, so it is not difficult to understand. The trouble is how to interpret its underlying cau-
sality. To some extent, high earnings supplements support participants' ability to work and
thereby increase earnings, moving program group members up in the graph. On the other hand,
however, high earnings reduce the amount of earnings supplements received, moving program
group members left in the graph. Furthermore, most sample members with low earnings also
worked shorter hours, reducing their chances of qualifying for an earnings supplement. All this
means that earnings and earnings supplements have a reciprocal and simultaneously causal rela-
tionship: they influence one another at the same time (the same is true for other program bene-
fits). The result of this is that it is nearly impossible to independently estimate the effect of one
on the other." In other words, we do not know if service use is affecting earnings or if the reverse
is true.

"Analyses were repeated for households of other sizes with comparable results.
"Using advanced statistical methods one might be able to separate these effects. However, it involves finding

independent predictors of service use, an exercise that is beyond the scope of this report.
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The second graph attempts to address this problem by relating year 2 earnings to the
amount of earnings supplements received in the first year, that is, separating the two in time. If
supplements would indeed increase the ability of program group members to hold a job, then
those effects might be sustained in subsequent years. While this is not a perfect solution to the
simultaneity problem, finding such a link would lend support to the belief that earnings supple-
ments have sustained effects on subsequent earnings. However, the second graph appears to
show mostly random variation, a finding confirmed by statistical analysis. An inverted "C" shape
similar to the one found in the first graph explains only about 2 percent of the variation among
these data points, which is not statistically significant from zero.

E. Employment Effects for People with Differing, Potential Barriers to Employment

When local ethnographers interviewed New Hope participants and project staff, they un-
covered significant variation in participants' potential barriers to working full time and taking
advantage of the New Hope offer.15 On the basis of their observations, five potential barriers were
identified: low level of education, responsibility for young children, an arrest record, lack of re-
cent job experience, and having been fired from one's last job. Sample members who were not
employed at random assignment were divided into three groups. The first group had none of the
identified potential barriers to employment. They were likely to be most ready to engage in full-
time employment, so may have needed relatively little assistance. Although they may have been
helped by the New Hope Project, the resources available to the control group may have been suf-

ficient to increase their employment as well, thereby limiting the program's potential effects on
employment outcomes for the group without any potential barriers.

The second group had one identified potential barrier that might be addressed by the New
Hope program. For example, this group includes families with several young children, for whom
child care expenses could have been a barrier to be addressed by the child care subsidy. Sample
members who had been fired, had no recent work experience, had an arrest record, or who lacked

a high school credential might benefit from a CSJ to establish a work history. For this group, the

New Hope offer might have been "the missing piece" needed to change their fortunes in the labor

market.

A third group, with multiple potential barriers, might also benefit from New Hope, but
would also include sample members with more serious impediments to employment who needed

a program intervention more intensive than the one offered by New Hope.

Table 4.4 compares these three groups to explore the question of whether the pattern sug-

gested by a small number of ethnographic interviews is representative of the experiences for the
sample as a whole. The table includes only those sample members who were not already em-
ployed full time when they first enrolled in New Hope. Earlier tables showed that New Hope's
program effects on employment and earnings were largely concentrated within this group.'

The impacts shown in the three panels support the expectation that the largest impacts
would occur for people with one identified potential barrier to employment. Impacts for the

'Weisner et al., 1999.
"A similar breakdown was considered for the other subgroup, but it was rejected, mostly because sample sizes

would have become too small to allow for reasonably stable impact estimates.
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Table 4.4

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Employment and Earnings for Those Not Employed Full Time at
Random Assignment, by Number of Potential Barriers to Employmenta

Program
Outcome Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference
%

Impact
Effect

Sizeb

P-Value for
Difference

Between Pane Ise

No Potential Barriers

Ever employed (%)
Year 1 88.4 75.6 12.7 *** 0.007 16.8 0.38 0.568
Year 2 78.4 81.6 -3.2 0.509 -3.9 -0.09 0.075 t
Both years 91.9 87.1 4.8 0.211 5.6 0.19 0.795

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 2.9 2.5 0.4 ** 0.028 16.1 0.27 0.791
Year 2 2.5 2.8 -0.2 0.246 -8.4 -0.15 0.020 tt
Both years 5.4 5.2 0.2 0.611 3.2 0.06 0.131

Earnings ($)
Year 1 5,810 5,319 490 0.440 9.2 0.08 0.558
Year 2 6,427 7,449 -1,022 0.209 -13.7 -0.14 0.028 ttBoth years 12,236 12,768 -532 0.689 -4.2 -0.04 0.099 t

Sample size 141 124

One Potential Barrier

Ever employed (%)
Year 1 89.7 80.4 9.3 *** 0.009 11.5 0.28
Year 2 85.4 74.4 10.9 *** 0.007 14.7 0.30
Both years 95.3 87.3 8.0 *** 0.005 9.2 0.31

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 2.8 2.3 0.5 *** 0.001 21.2 0.34
Year 2 2.8 2.3 0.5 *** 0.004 20.1 0.30
Both years 5.6 4.7 1.0 *** 0.000 20.6 0.36

Earnings ($)
Year 1 5,481 4,228 1,254 ** 0.010 29.7 0.20
Year 2 7,245 5,555 1,690 *** 0.009 30.4 0.23
Both years 12,727 9,783 2,944 *** 0.005 30.1 0.23

Sample size 192 /94

(continued)
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Table 4.4 (continued)

Program

Outcome Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference

Sizeb Between Panelsc

Two Potential Barriers or More

Ever employed (%)
Year 1 83.9 78.2 5.7 0.226 7.3 0.17

Year 2 84.0 76.7 7.3 0.139 9.6 0.20

Both years 93.8 87.3 6.5 * 0.072 7.5 0.25

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 2.7 2.1 0.6 *** 0.002 26.7 0.39

Year 2 2.7 2.4 0.3 0.100 13.4 0.21

Both years 5.4 4.5 0.9 *** 0.006 19.7 0.33

Earnings ($)
Year 1 4,475 3,850 625 0.274 16.2 0.10

Year 2 5,886 5,713 173 0.817 3.0 0.02

Both years 10,361 9,564 797 0.504 8.3 0.06

Sample size 126 158

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF), New Hope Project MIS

client-tracking database, and Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between the

program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

aPotential barriers to employment are not having worked in the past six years; having been arrested since age 16; having
either two or more children under age 6 or four children under age 12; having been fired from one's period of longest
employment; and not having a GED or high school diploma.

bThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,

even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

cA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly
different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of
the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as 1.1-t = 1 percent, if = 5 percent, and 1- = 10 percent.
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groups with no such barriers and with two barriers or more are small, inconsistent, and generally
not statistically significant. For those with none of the identified barriers, the program group did
have substantially higher rates of employnient in the first year (88.4 percent) than the control
group (75.6 percent), but control group members quickly caught up. Employment impacts were
not statistically significant in year 2. Those with two potential barriers or more experienced more
modest employment effects in the first year, which did hold up in the second year, but never
were very large or consistently significant. However, those with only one potential barrier expe-
rienced large and significant impacts on every measure presented in the table. Effect size esti-
mates were never less than 0.2 for this group and often were in the 0.3 range. Participants in this
group were employed a full quarter more during the two-year follow-up period and experienced
an earnings gain of $2,944, or 30.1 percent for both years. Interestingly, impacts on employment
and earnings did not significantly decline over time.'

F. Other Employment Outcomes

Tables 4.5 and 4.6 show New Hope's impacts on a number of other employment out-
comes, using selected measures collected with the two-year follow-up survey. Because this sur-
vey asked respondents about all the jobs they held since random assignment, it is possible to cal-
culate how many hours each sample member worked during the two-year follow-up period. Such
information is not available from UI data and contributes to our understanding of the employ-
ment impacts presented so far.' The tables also present characteristics and benefits of the last job
held by each survey respondent.'

Table. 4.5 focuses on the distinction between those who were employed full time at ran-
dom assignment and those who were not. Positive program effects appear to be concentrated
within the latter group, while the former experienced some modest negative program effects.
Specifically, those who worked full time at random assignment significantly reduced their work
hours during the first year of follow-up. Over the follow-up period as a whole, the negative im-
pact on hours worked closely mirrors a similar reduction in earnings, shown in Table 4.2 (both
reductions amounted to 5.2 percent), although neither one of these impacts was statistically sig-
nificant. The upper panel of Table 4.5 shows that this reduction in hours worked was not the re-
sult of a shift from full-time to part-time work, but rather the result of reduced overtime. Full-
time employed participants worked an average of more than 40 hours a week in significantly
fewer months than their control groups counterparts. Relatively speaking, this reduction in over-

"In fact, the p-values in the last column of the upper panel of Table 4.4 show that the differences in program ef-
fects across the three barrier subgroups were statistically significant only in the second year of follow-up.

"Note, however, that these two different data sources are not entirely compatible. First, the survey data on em-
ployment outcomes were available only for 1,086 sample members, or 80.0 percent, of the full New Hope study
sample. Appendix F explores differences between the survey sample and the full sample, which appeared to be
modest. Second, the survey data capture certain jobs that would have been missed by the UI system, because they
either were outside the "regular" job market, were not covered by unemployment insurance, or were located outside
Wisconsin. Third, the survey data cover two years of follow-up starting from the point of random assignment,
whereas the UI data cover two years starting from the first quarter following the quarter of random assignment. All
of these differences may result in slight discrepancies in the analysis, none of which should be serious, however.

'Measures of job characteristics exclude the small number of sample members who were never employed dur-
ing the two-year follow-up period. Therefore, comparisons involving these measures are no longer truly "experi-
mental" and resulting impacts may be slightly biased. However, these biases should be very limited owing to the
high overall employment rate in the New Hope sample.
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Table 4.5

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Other Employment Outcomes,
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome

Program Control
Group Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels
b

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Total hours worked

Year is 1,712 1,862 -150 ** 0.035 -8.1 -0.18 0.001 ttt
Year 2 1,706 1,744 -38 0.604 -2.2 -0.05 0.087 t

Both years 3,411 3,598 -187 0.140 -5.2 -0.13 0.004 ttt

Number of months with weekly
hours worked:

Below 30 5.7 5.4 0.4 0.640 6.6 0.04 0.006 ttt

Above 40 2.7 4.3 -1.6 ** 0.037 -37.7 -0.27 0.061 t

Above 50 0.9 2.0 -1.0 ** 0.020 -53.4 -0.31 0.021 tt

Longest job spell (months) 19.2 18.7 0.5 0.490 2.7 0.06 0.613

Number of job spells 1.3 1.4 -0.1 0.392 -4.5 -0.08 0.060 t

Characteristics of last job spell
Average weekly hours 38.4 39.3 -0.9 0.374 -2.3 -0.08 0.115

Full-time (30 hours or more) (%) 90.0 91.0 -1.0 0.743 -1.1 -0.03 0.114

Hours over 50 a week 5.5 7.6 -2.1 0.437 -28.0 -0.10 0.401

Hourly wage ($) 7.28 7.74 -0.46 ** 0.037 -5.9 -0.15 0.272

Job benefits (%)
Paid sick days 43.9 42.8 1.1 0.836 2.6 0.02 0.594

Paid vacation 55.1 63.9 -8.8 * 0.085 -13.7 -0.18 0.023 tt

Health plan/insurance 37.4 53.5 -16.1 *** 0.002 -30.2 -0.34 0.001 111

Pension 32.3 35.2 -2.9 0.571 -8.2 -0.07 0.319

Sample size 186 162

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Total hours worked

Year lc 1,221 1,069 152 ** 0.012 14.2 0.18

Year 2 1,414 1,288 126 ** 0.040 9.8 0.16

Both years 2,640 2,355 285 *** 0.008 12.1 0.19

Number of months with weekly
hours worked:

Below 30 10.3 12.6 -2.3 *** 0.000 -18.2 -0.27

Above 40 2.6 2.6 0.0 0.952 1.0 0.00

Above 50 1.1 1.0 0.1 0.648 10.3 0.03

Longest job spell (months) 14.1 13.1 1.0 * 0.098 7.5 0.12

Number of job spells 1.4 1.3 0.1 ** 0.049 8.3 0.15
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Table 4.5 (continued)

Outcome
Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference
Sizea Between Panelsb

Characteristics of last job spell
Average weekly hours 36.4 35.1 1.2 0.170 3.5 0.11
Full-time (30 hours or more) (%) 81.0 75.0 6.0 * 0.059 8.0 0.16
Hours over 50 a week 4.3 3.8 0.5 0.742 13.4 0.02
Hourly wage ($) 6.99 7.08 -0.09 0.710 -1.3 -0.03

Job benefits (%)
Paid sick days 29.3 24.9 4.4 0.177 17.7 0.09
Paid vacation 39.1 33.9 5.2 0.136 15.5 0.11
Health plan/insurance 32.4 27.3 5.1 0.130 18.8 0.11
Pension 20.2 17.3 2.9 0.308 17.0 0.07

Sample size 365 366

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF) and two-year survey.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between the
program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of the
table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as trt = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.

eThese "years" were created using two-year survey data and do not line up exactly with follow-up years defined with UI data.

-128-

191



Table 4.6

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Other Employment Outcomes for Those Not Employed Full Time at

Random Assignment, by Number of Potential Barriers to Employmenta

Outcome

P-Value for

Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference

Group Group Difference Difference Impact Sizeb Between Panelsc

Total hours worked

Year Id
Year 2
Both years

Number of months with weekly
hours worked:

Below 30
Above 40
Above 50

No Potential Barriers

1,301 1,168 133 0.243 11.4 0.16 0.978

1,541 1,459 82 0.465 5.6 0.10 0.910

2,880 2,624 256 0.208 9.7 0.17 0.977

8.8 11.2 -2.3 ** 0.046 -20.9 -0.27

2.3 3.1 -0.8 0.389 -24.7 -0.12

0.9 1.3 -0.3 0.505 -25.8 -0.09

0.956
0.635
0.207

Longest job spell (months) 15.1 13.6 1.5 0.193 11.0 0.18 0.836

Number of job spells 1.4 1.3 0.2 0.167 11.7 0.21 0.576

Characteristics of last job spell
Average weekly hours 36.2 35.4 0.8 0.624 2.1 0.07

Full-time (30 hours or more) (%) 80.9 76.8 4.1 0.506 5.4 0.11

Hours over 50 a week 2.2 3.8 -1.6 0.541 -41.6 -0.07

Hourly wage ($) 6.82 7.29 -0.47 0.110 -6.4 -0.16

Job benefits (%)
Paid sick days 34.8 27.6 7.3 0.265 26.4 0.16 0.605

Paid vacation 46.8 39.6 7.1 0.310 18.0 0.14 0.591

Health plan/insurance 36.9 33.0 3.9 0.575 11.7 0.08 0.689

Pension 25.3 21.9 3.3 0.581 15.3 0.08 0.691

0.478
0.538
0.754
0.594

Sample size 117 95

Total hours worked

Year Id
Year 2
Both years

Number of months with weekly
hours worked:

Below 30
Above 40
Above 50

Longest job spell (months)
Number of job spells

One Potential Barrier

1,243 1,083 159 0.116 14.7 0.19

1,405 1,261 144 0.140 11.4 0.18

2,642 2,347 295 * 0.093 12.6 0.20

10.2 12.7 -2.6
2.5 2.5 0.0
0.9 1.2 -0.3

14.3 13.2 1.1

1.5 1.3 0.1

** 0.012 -20.1 -0.30
0.954 -1.5 -0.01

0.431 -23.5 -0.08

0.258 8.1 0.13
0.120 10.5 0.19
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Table 4.6 (continued)

Outcome
Program Control

Group Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference
%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference
Sizeb Between Panels`

Characteristics of last job spell
Average weekly hours 37.0 34.5 2.5 * 0.090 7.3 0.23
Full-time (30 hours or more) (%) 83.0 73.2 9.8 * 0.056 13.4 0.26
Hours over 50 a week 4.3 3.2 1.1 0.657 33.0 0.05
Hourly wage ($) 7.42 7.26 0.15 0.782 2.1 0.05

Job benefits (%)
Paid sick days 28.6 23.3 5.3 0.293 22.9 0.11
Paid vacation 37.3 29.0 8.3 0.129 28.5 0.17
Health plan/insurance 31.9 22.7 9.2 * 0.081 40.3 0.19
Pension 16.0 15.8 0.2 0.960 1.4 0.01

Sample size 148 143

Two Potential Barriers or More

Total hours worked

Year ld 1,126 963 163 0.151 17.0 0.19
Year 2 1,292 1,193 98 0.434 8.3 0.12
Both years 2,402 2,163 239 0.253 11.1 0.16

Number of months with weekly
hours worked:

Below 30 11.7 13.8 -2.1 * 0.083 -15.1 -0.24
Above 40 2.8 2.5 0.4 0.649 14.6 0.06
Above 50 1.2 0.7 0.5 0.150 80.1 0.16

Longest job spell (months) 12.9 12.4 0.5 0.656 4.2 0.06
Number of job spells 1.4 1.3 0.0 0.915 0.9 0.02

Characteristics of last job spell
Average weekly hours 35.7 35.9 -0.2 0.913 -0.5 -0.02
Full-time (30 hours or more) (%) 77.9 76.7 1.2 0.846 1.6 0.03
Hours over 50 a week 5.3 5.3 -0.1 0.988 -1.0 0.00
Hourly wage ($) 6.40 6.83 -0.43 0.162 -6.3 -0.15

Job benefits (%)
Paid sick days 24.4 25.4 -1.0 0.872 -3.8 -0.02
Paid vacation 34.6 34.8 -0.2 0.975 -0.6 0.00
Health plan/insurance 29.8 27.1 2.7 0.665 9.9 0.06
Pension 21.0 14.9 6.1 0.262 41.2 0.14

Sample size 99 130

(continued)
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Table 4.6 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF) and two-year

survey.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference incharacteristics between the

program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10

percent.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aPotential barriers to employment are not having worked in the past six years; having been arrested since age 16;
having either two or more children under age 6 or four children under age 12; having been fired from one'speriod of

longest employment; and not having a GED or high school diploma.
bThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the

standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full

research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

cA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were
significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across
different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation
in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as 1. tt = 1 percent, tt = 5

percent, and t = 10 percent.

dThese "years" were created using two-year survey data and do not line up exactly with follow-up years defined with

UI data.
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time work was even more substantial for months when average weekly hours exceeded 50. In
both cases, the effect size estimates were substantial at -0.27 and -0.31, respectively. While con-
trol group members who were employed full time at random assignment worked an average of
2.0 months in which weekly hours exceeded 50, program group members averaged only 0.9
months.

Table 4.5 also shows characteristics of sample members' individual job spells. It appears
that for those employed full time at random assignment, the program did not significantly in-
crease job stability. Program and control group members experienced roughly an equal number
of distinct job spells (1.3 versus 1.4) and their longest consecutive job spell was of similar length
(19.2 versus 18.7 months).2°

Looking at the last job spell (often respondents' current job at the time of the follow-up
interview), we see that those who were employed full time at random assignment appeared to
have somewhat worse jobs in their last employment spell before the two-year interview. Their
hourly earnings were 460 (or 5.9 percent) lower than earnings of those in the control group, and
they were less likely to have paid vacation or employer-provided health insurance.' There are
different possible reasons for this worrisome finding. First, New Hope participants in this group
may have been more likely to keep a job with which they were satisfied even if they could have
found another job paying higher wages, because they had the program to fall back on for extra
income and health care coverage. This may have reduced their incentive to look for higher-
paying jobs with more employer-provided benefits. Also, it may be that the reduction in overtime
work discussed above led to a concomitant reduction in the average hourly earnings, as overtime
pay may have accompanied some of the overtime work. The vignette on page 133 illustrates how
some full-time employed participants needed few program benefits.

As the lower panel of Table 4.5 shows, New Hope significantly increased work effort for
those not employed full time at random assignment, which is consistent with the employment
measures shown in earlier tables. Interestingly, all of this effect seems to have come from a re-
duction in the number of people in this group who did not work at all or who worked fewer than
30 hours a week if they did. The average program group member worked less than 30 hours a
week for 10.3 months, 2.3 months less than the average control group member (effect size -0.27).
Among New Hope participants in this group their last (or current) job was also significantly
more likely to be a full-time position (effect size 0.16).

In Table 4.6 these same employment outcomes are presented for the larger group of sam-
ple members who were not employed full time at random assignment, again broken down into
three groups by potential barriers to employment. Here the last column of the upper panel tells
the story of this breakdown: none of the variation in impacts across the three barrier subgroups

'These measures do not examine individual jobs, but rather individual spells of employment, which could con-
sist of multiple jobs held simultaneously, consecutively, or both. The purpose of these measures is to capture stabil-
ity of being employed, not job tenure in a particular job.

21Conversations with New Hope program staff suggested that many program participants preferred to use their
New Hope health insurance until it ran out at the end of the three-year eligibility period. The survey question re-
garding health insurance did not clarify whether the employer offered health insurance that the participant declined.
Therefore, the program-control difference in employer-provided health insurance benefits was probably smaller in
actuality than reported by sample members and shown here. However, no such explanation exists for the difference
in the hourly wage and vacation benefits.



Some New Hope Participants Already May Have Had
Other Job-Provided Benefits, and/or May Have
Wanted Services That New Hope Did Not Offer

New Hope recruited participants who were employed already and who had some

of the benefits the program could offer. Many of these families needed and used
benefits other than job assistance from New Hope. Some of these working par-
ents hoped that New Hope could be an additional resource for them.

Marisa is twice divorced with five children, three of whom are grown and out of
the home. Her two daughters are ages 11 and 13. She graduated from college in
Puerto Rico with a degree in dental hygiene and worked there as a hygienist for

a year, but could not easily transfer credentials. On coming to this country about
15 years ago, she got a low-paying factory job and then went on welfare for two

years. For the past 11 years she has been working as a teacher's assistant in the

Milwaukee public school (MPS) system. During the summer she is an unskilled
worker on the production line in an industrial laboratory.

She signed up with New Hope hoping to get a job as a dental hygienist. She al-
ready had child care provided through the city of Milwaukee and excellent
health care benefits through MPS. She told her case rep that she wanted infor-
mation about places she might go to study for a nursing license. The rep gath-
ered together some material and scheduled an appointment for both of them at

one of the schools. Marisa was unable to keep that appointment and by the time
she was able to get to New Hope several weeks later, her situation had changed
and a new rep was working with her. "When I didn't get started on the dental
job, I just forgot that New Hope existed. I just found a job for myself. So I just
never thought again about New Hope."

Currently Marisa makes $30,000 a year still working 30 hours a week for MPS.
She has a part-time job after her MPS job, as well as a summer job. She has a
car and recently bought her own home. She has started studying to be an oper-
ating room technician. New Hope could not have offered the educational bene-
fits that she requested, be.cause it is a work-based program that offers only lim-
ited educational benefits associated with CSJ. Marisa might have kept after New
Hope in order to get such help through referrals, just as New Hope might have
kept in closer contact with her.
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was statistically significant. That is, program impacts for the three groups were not significantly
different from one another.

G. Employment Impacts for the Child and Family Study Sample

As discussed in Chapter 1, the Child and Family Study (CFS) sample was selected from
the full New Hope sample to study more closely the effects of New Hope and its various compo-
nents on the lives of families and children in the sample. In later chapters these effects are pre-
sented in detail, but here we examine New Hope's employment effects for the CFS sample and
the two full-time employment subgroups within it. It was found that employment and earnings
impacts for the full CFS sample were substantial and in some cases significantly larger than
those found for the sample as a whole. CFS program group members earned $15,305 during the
two years of follow-up compared with $13,846 for their counterparts in the control group. Al-
though most of the difference was concentrated among those not employed full time at random
assignment, differences in earnings impacts across the two employment subgroups were not sta-
tistically significant for the CFS. (Results are shown in Appendix Table L4.1).

H. Employment Impacts for Subgroups

Table 4.7 analyzes selected subgroups. The last column in the table shows the extent to
which impact differences were statistically significantly.' As is often the case with analyses such
as these involving relatively small samples most of the differences were not statistically
significant, including breakdowns by neighborhood (Northside versus Southside) and gender.
There were some noteworthy exceptions, however.

Those receiving AFDC at enrollment experienced a much larger employment effect in the
first year than those not receiving AFDC. The relative increase in the number of quarters em-
ployed in the first year (26.2 percent) was larger than that found for any other subgroup analyzed.
This finding probably reflects the provision of CSJs and the strong immediate employment in-
centives in the New Hope program, which differ from the usual welfare-to-work strategies for
public assistance recipients. Such strategies often delay immediate employment in favor of edu-
cation, training, job club, and work experience. The latter may be responsible for the significant
drop-off in impacts during the second year, when controls, helped (and pushed) by the welfare
department, would have found employment in larger numbers as well.

The other noteworthy subgroup difference is found in the lower three panels of Table 4.7,
which show significant variation in earnings impacts across three ethnic groups. While African-
American and Hispanic participants experienced statistically significant positive earnings im-
pacts in the first year of follow-up, those impacts were negative (albeit insignificantly so) for
sample members who were white.' Separate analyses found this pattern of impacts to be unre-
lated to full-time employment status at random assignment. Other analyses failed to produce a
clear explanation for why the program would have had so much more success with African-

2 2The -values always show the significance of the variation in impacts for each subgroup dimension, even if
not all possible groups within this dimension are shown in the table. For example, impacts for AFDC recipients
were compared with impacts for those not receiving AFDC, which are not shown in the table. Another way to think
about this p-value is that it captures the extent to which the subgroup dimension shown matters in the relative suc-
cess of the program.

'No impacts are presented for other ethnic groups because of small sample sizes.
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Table 4.7

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Employment and Earnings:
Selected Subgroups

Outcome

Number of quarters employed
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Earnings ($)
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Sample size

Number of quarters employed
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Earnings ($)
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Sample size

Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

AFDC Recipients

2.9 2.3 0.6 *** 0.000
2.9 2.6 0.3 *** 0.009
5.8 4.9 0.9 *** 0.000

5,818 4,893 926 ** 0.019
7,098 7,023 75 0.876

12,916 11,915 1,001 0.207

300 324

Households Without Children

3.0 2.6 0.3 *** 0.009
2.7 2.5 0.2 0.195
5.6 5.1 0.5 ** 0.028

5,517 5,224 293 0.529
6,345 5,713 632 0.300

11,862 10,938 924 0.352

201 192

P-Value for
% Effect Difference

Impact Sizea Between Panelsb

Households With Two Recorded Wage Earners

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 3.1 2.7 0.4 ** 0.042

Year 2 3.2 2.9 0.3 0.220

Both years 6.2 5.5 0.7 * 0.071

Number of quarters employed,
second wage earner

Year 1 1.9 2.1 -0.1 0.631

Year 2 2.2 2.0 0.2 0.520
Both years 4.1 4.1 0.1 0.913

Earnings ($)
Year 1 8,928 8,986 -58 0.948
Year 2 10,839 11,113 -274 0.814
Both years 19,767 20,099 -332 0.862
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26.2 0.41 0.013 tt
12.1 0.20 0.179
18.7 0.34 0.029 tt

18.9 0.15 0.273
1.1 0.01 0.866
8.4 0.08 0.669

13.0 0.23 0.648
8.2 0.13 0.857

10.7 0.20 0.895

5.6 0.05 0.584
11.1 0.09 0.241
8.5 0.07 0.646

16.0 0.29 0.870
9.8 0.18 0.675

12.8 0.27 0.738

-6.2 -0.14 n/a
9.1 0.19 n/a
1.4 0.03 n/a

-0.7 -0.01 0.479
-2.5 -0.04 0.724
-1.7 -0.03 0.585
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Table 4.7 (continued)

Outcome
Program

Group

Earnings, second wage earner ($)
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Sample size

6,357
8,167

14,524

89

Number of quarters employed
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Earnings ($)
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Sample size

3.0
2.9
6.0

6,701
7,789

14,490

484

Number of quarters employed
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Earnings ($)
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Sample size

3.0
2.8
5.8

7,173
8,146

15,319

194

Number of quarters employed
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Earnings ($)
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Sample size

Control

Group Difference

6,433
7,664

14,097

85

-75
503
427

Women

2.6 0.4 ***
2.8 0.2 **
5.4 0.6 ***

6,049 652 **
7,815 -26

13,865 625

488

Men

2.6 0.4 ***
2.6 0.2
5.2 0.6 **

6,736 436
7,630 517

14,366 953

191

P-Value for
P-Value for % Effect Difference
Difference Impact Sizea Between Panelsb

Target Area: Northside

3.2 2.7 0.5 ***
2.9 2.7 0.2 **
6.1 5.4 0.7 ***

6,878 6,314 564
7,495 7,610 -115

14,373 13,925 449

35/ 341

0.950
0.754
0.873

-1.2
6.6
3.0

-0.02
0.11
0.05

0.000 15.1 0.27
0.048 6.6 0.12
0.000 10.8 0.22

0.035 10.8 0.10
0.947 -0.3 0.00
0.328 4.5 0.05

0.003 15.6 0.28
0.199 8.0 0.13
0.017 11.8 0.23

0.462 6.5 0.07
0.495 6.8 0.07
0.447 6.6 0.07

0.000 16.6 0.31
0.050 7.9 0.14
0.000 12.3 0.25

0.128 8.9 0.09
0.803 -1.5 -0.02
0.555 3.2 0.03

n/a
n/a
n/a

0.945
0.897
0.907

0.747
0.524
0.816

0.412
0.716
0.503

0.992
0.623
0.760

(continued)
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Table 4.7 (continued)

Outcome

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference

Group Group Difference Difference Impact Sizea Between Panelsb

Number of quarters employed
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Earnings ($)
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Sample size

Target Area: Southside

2.9 2.6 0.3 *** 0.003 12.9

2.9 2.8 0.2 0.191 5.6
5.8 5.3 0.5 ** 0.015 9.2

6,766 6,195 570 0.173 9.2
8,228 7,995 233 0.664 2.9

14,994 14,190 803 0.362 5.7

327 338

0.23
0.10
0.18

0.09
0.03
0.06

Number of quarters employed
Year 1
Year 2
Both years.

Ethnic Group: African-American, non-Hispanic

3.2
2.9
6.1

2.6
2.6
5.2

0.5 ***
0.3 ***
0.8 ***

0.000 19.9 0.36
0.009 10.8 0.18
0.000 15.4 0.30

0.585
0.596
0.523

Earnings ($)
Year 1 6,636 5,526 1,110 *** 0.002 20.1 0.18 0.087 t
Year 2 7,150 6,816 334 0.448 4.9 0.05 0.507
Both years 13,786 12,342 1,444 ** 0.043 11.7 0.11 0.233

Sample size 35/ 346

Number of quarters employed
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

3.0
2.9
5.9

Ethnic Group: Hispanic

2.6
2.7
5.3

0.4 ***
0.2
0.6 **

0.010 14.8 0.26
0.185 8.1 0.14
0.028 11.4 0.23

Earnings ($)
Year 1 7,446 6,140 1,305 ** 0.022 21.3 0.21

Year 2 8,851 8,097 754 0.310 9.3 0.10

Both years 16,297 14,237 2,060 * 0.090 14.5 0.16

Sample size 175 184

Number of quarters employed
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Earnings ($)
Year 1
Year 2
Both years

Sample size

Ethnic Group: White, non-Hispanic

2.9 2.6 0.3 0.132 12.8 0.22
2.8 2.8 0.0 0.976 0.3 0.00
5.7 5.4 0.3 0.413 6.3 0.13

5,755 6,499 -744 0.365 -11.4 -0.12
7,210 8,024 -814 0.471 -10.2 -0.11

12,965 14,523 -1,558 0.392 -10.7 -0.12

87 89
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Table 4.7 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Project MIS client-tracking database and Wisconsin
unemployment insurance (UI) records.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance ofeach difference in characteristics between the
program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10
percent.

N/a = not applicable.

The effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full
research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across
different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If thisprobability is less than 10 percent, the variation in
impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent,
and t = 10 percent.
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American participants and Hispanics than with their counterparts in other ethnic groups. A re-
view of survey-based outcomes, similar to the analyses presented in Table 4.5, did not produce
any statistically significant differences in impacts across the three ethnic groups.

VI. New Hope's Effects on Receipt of Public Assistance

In the year preceding their application to New Hope, nearly 70.6 percent of sample mem-
bers reported receiving AFDC, Food Stamps, General Assistance, or Medicaid. However, by no
means does New Hope serve only public assistance recipients as many other programs do.
Chapter 3 showed that about 25 percent of applicants to the program had never received public
assistance. Thus, New Hope was not designed or operated as a "welfare-to-work" program, in-
tended to actively reduce public assistance rolls. One might expect New Hope services and bene-
fits to affect public assistance receipt indirectly. As the program made work more attractive and
employment a more feasible alternative to receiving public assistance, it may have enabled many
families to reduce their reliance on public benefits.

Such an effect would go hand in hand with the changing welfare environment in Wiscon-
sin and in the United States as a whole. As New Hope was implemented, the State of Wisconsin
embarked on an ambitious overhaul of its welfare system, moving first to a program called Pay
for Performance and then implementing Wisconsin Works (or W-2), which was not yet in effect
during most of the follow-up period covered by this report. Both of these programs required
public assistance recipients to work or participate in employment activities in return for receiving
a welfare grant. Helped by the strong economy, the results were remarkable: welfare rolls in
Wisconsin have shrunk by 57.0 percent between 1991 and 1997. In Milwaukee these caseload
reductions were more limited, but still impressive at 38.0 percent."

Given these very large reductions in public assistance receipt, the impact of New Hope on
these outcomes might go two ways. On the one hand, the welfare changes provided program
group members with an added incentive to seek employment and leave public assistance. There-
fore, one might expect New Hope's effects on public assistance receipt to be strengthened. On
the other hand, control group members also experienced increasing pressure from the welfare
system. Such pressure on control group members could have offset New Hope's effects on the
behavior of those receiving public assistance.

Tables 4.8 and 4.9 show impacts on receipt of AFDC and Food Stamps, as measured with
administrative data obtained from the State of Wisconsin. Table 4.8 shows impacts for the full
New Hope sample, broken down by full-time employment status at the time of random assign-
ment, and Table 4.9 shows impacts for those not working full time at random assignment, di-
vided by potential barriers to employment.

As Table 4.8 shows, New Hope had substantial impacts on public assistance receipt for
those working full time at random assignment, especially in the second year after they entered
the program. For example, 27.7 percent of program group members received AFDC in the sec-
ond year, compared with 37.3 percent of controls, for a statistically significant difference of 9.6

'Calculations based on data provided by the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development. Figures for
1997 include AFDC and W-2 cases.
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Table 4.8

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Receipt of AFDC and Food Stamps,
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome

Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact
Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Ever received AFDC (%)
Year 1 46.9 50.3 -3.4 0.394 -6.7 -0.07 0.276
Year 2 27.7 37.3 -9.6 ** 0.022 -25.7 -0.19 0.016 tt
Both years 48.1 55.3 -7.2 * 0.065 -13.0 -0.15 0.020 tt

Number of months receiving AFDC
Year 1 3.3 3.4 -0.1 0.761 -3.0 -0.02 0.807
Year 2 1.9 2.6 -0.8 ** 0.027 -29.3 -0.17 0.017 tt
Both years 5.2 6.0 -0.9 0.150 -14.5 -0.10 0.125

Amount of AFDC received ($)
Year 1 1,341 1,396 -56 0.748 -4.0 -0.02 0.839
Year 2 736 1,181 -445 ** 0.011 -37.7 -0.19 0.034 tt
Both years 2,077 2,578 -501 0.100 -19.4 -0.11 0.184

Ever received Food Stamps (%)
Year 1 62.2 64.2 -2.0 0.600 -3.1 -0.05 0.266
Year 2 45.3 52.3 -6.9 0.110 -13.3 -0.14 0.121
Both years 64.8 68.7 -3.9 0.298 -5.7 -0.09 0.188

Number of months receiving
Food Stamps

Year 1 5.0 5.3 -0.3 0.444 -5.2 -0.06 0.666
Year 2 3.5 4.5 -1.0 ** 0.016 -22.0 -0.20 0.004 ttt
Both years 8.5 9.8 -1.3 * 0.067 -12.9 -0.14 0.050 t

Amount of Food Stamps received ($)
Year 1 1,238 1,305 -67 0.577 -5.1 -0.04 0.688
Year 2 893 1,167 -274 ** 0.029 -23.5 -0.18 0.003 ttt
Both years 2,131 2,473 -341 0.129 -13.8 -0.12 0.057 t

Sample size 218 200

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Ever received AFDC (%)
Year 1 64.6 63.1 1.4 0.463 2.2 0.03
Year 2 48.7 46.3 2.4 0.376 5.1 0.05
Both years 66.9 64.0 2.9 0.137 4.5 0.06

Number of months receiving AFDC
Year 1 5.9 5.9 0.0 0.985 -0.1 0.00
Year 2 3.9 3.6 0.3 0.303 7.6 0.06
Both years 9.8 9.5 0.3 0.534 2.8 0.03

(continued)
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Table 4.8 (continued)

Program

Outcome Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference

Sizea Between Panelsb

Amount of AFDC received ($)
Year 1 2,951 2,962 -11 0.935 -0.4 0.00

Year 2 1,716 1,690 26 0.848 1.6 0.01

Both years 4,668 4,652 15 0.949 0.3 0.00

Ever received Food Stamps (%)
Year 1 80.4 77.7 2.7 0.151 3.5 0.06

Year 2 63.6 62.6 0.9 0.723 1.5 0.02

Both years 81.6 79.9 1.6 0.390 2.0 0.04

Number of months receiving
Food Stamps

Year 1 7.4 7.5 -0.1 0.674 -1.2 -0.02

Year 2 5.6 5.2 0.4 0.124 8.4 0.09

Both years 13.0 12.7 0.3 0.445 2.7 0.04

Amount of Food Stamps received ($)
Year 1 1,827 1,837 -10 0.896 -0.5 -0.01

Year 2 1,418 1,242 176 ** 0.037 14.2 0.12

Both years 3,245 3,079 167 0.250 5.4 0.06

Sample size 459 476

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF) and Wisconsin
Department of Workforce Development AFDC and Food Stamp records.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between the
program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10

percent.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly
different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of
the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *Hi. = 1 percent, 1-1- = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.

204
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Table 4.9

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Receipt of AFDC and Food Stamps for Those Not Employed Full Time
at Random Assignment, by Number of Potential Barriers to Employmenta

Program

Group
Control P-Value for
Group Difference Difference

%

Impact
Effect

Sizeb

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels`

Number of months receiving AFDC

No Potential Barriers

Year 1 4.5 5.2 -0.6 0.172 -12.2 -0.13 0.247
Year 2 2.8 3.2 -0.5 0.316 -15.3 -0.11 0.125
Both years 7.3 8.4 -1.1 0.179 -13.4 -0.13 0.108

Amount of AFDC received ($)
Year 1 2,028 2,336 -309 0.204 -13.2 -0.11 0.256
Year 2 1,145 1,280 -136 0.533 -10.6 -0.06 0.472
Both years 3,172 3,617 -444 0.273 -12.3 -0.10 0.267

Number of months receiving
Food Stamps

Year 1 6.1 6.7 -0.6 0.144 -9.2 -0.13 0.198
Year 2 4.3 4.2 0.1 0.883 1.8 0.02 0.385
Both years 10.3 10.9 -0.5 0.510 -5.0 -0.06 0.221

Amount of Food Stamps received ($)
Year 1 1,285 1,363 -79 0.546 -5.8 -0.05 0.183
Year 2 940 817 123 0.334 15.1 0.08 0.026 11
Both years 2,225 2,181 44 0.846 2.0 0.02 0.039 ft

Sample size 141 124

One Potential Barrier

Number of months receiving AFDC
Year 1 6.0 5.8 0.2 0.489 4.2 0.05
Year 2 3.6 3.1 0.4 0.245 14.5 0.10
Both years 9.6 8.9 0.7 0.288 7.8 0.08

Amount of AFDC received ($)
Year 1 2,847 2,818 29 0.889 1.0 0.01
Year 2 1,491 1,490 1 0.996 0.1 0.00
Both years 4,338 4,308 30 0.934 0.7 0.01

Number of months receiving
Food Stamps

Year 1 7.3 7.3 0.0 0.978 0.1 0.00
Year 2 5.5 5.1 0.4 0.377 7.6 0.08
Both years 12.8 12.4 0.4 0.569 3.2 0.04

Amount of Food Stamps received ($)
Year 1 1,722 1,806 -84 0.467 -4.6 -0.05
Year 2 1,246 1,259 -13 0.916 -1.1 -0.01
Both years 2,968 3,065 -97 0.659 -3.2 -0.03

Sample size 192 194
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Table 4.9 (continued)

Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference

bSizeb Panels`

Number of months receiving AFDC

Two Potential Barriers or More

Year 1 7.1 6.9 0.3 0.496 3.9 0.05
Year 2 5.4 4.5 0.9 * 0.081 20.8 0.21
Both years 12.6 11.3 1.2 0.150 10.6 0.14

Amount of AFDC received ($)
Year 1 3,993 3,705 288 0.297 7.8 0.10
Year 2 2,618 2,286 332 0.292 14.5 0.15
Both years 6,611 5,991 620 0.233 10.4 0.13

Ever received Food Stamps (%)
Year 1 88.8 85.9 2.8 0.369 3.3 0.06
Year 2 75.2 70.6 4.6 0.318 6.5 0.09
Both years 89.4 86.7 2.6 0.381 3.0 0.06

Number of months receiving
Food Stamps

Year 1 8.8 8.4 0.4 0.290 5.1 0.09
Year 2 7.3 6.2 1.1 ** 0.046 17.6 0.22
Both years 16.1 14.6 1.5 * 0.078 10.5 0.17

Amount of Food Stamps received ($)
Year 1 2,523 2,274 249 0.115 11.0 0.16
Year 2 2,157 1,568 589 *** 0.002 37.5 0.39
Both years 4,680 3,843 838 *** 0.007 21.8 0.29

Sample size 126 158

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF) and Wisconsin
Department of Workforce Development AFDC and Food Stamp records.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between the
program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

'Potential barriers to employment are not having worked in the past six years; having been arrested sinceage 16; having
either two or more children under age 6 or four children under age 12; having been fired from one's period of longest
employment; and not having a GED or high school diploma.

b
The effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard

deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

CA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly
different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of
the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as f fl = 1 percent, tr = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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percentage points. This translates into a 0.8 month (or 29.3 percent) reduction of the time these
participants received AFDC during the second year. The reduction in the amount of benefits re-
ceived is even larger, at 37.7 percent ($445). These are moderate-sized effects, with effect sizes
of -0.19, -0.17, and -0.19 respectively, but in their relative size they far exceed any of the em-
ployment effects found for this group. The pattern of impacts was similar for receipt of Food
Stamps, whose dollar value in year 2 was 23.5 percent lower for program group members than
for controls (effect size -0.18).

An interesting question is why these effects took a full year to materialize. In most pro-
grams, especially traditional welfare-to-work programs, impacts on welfare dependency are
strongest immediately after public assistance recipients enter the program." Program effects tend
to diminish as the easier cases leave welfare, the hardest to serve remain, and controls "catch up."
In the case of New Hope, the dynamics were clearly different. Unlike welfare-to-work programs,
New Hope did not actively seek to move participants off the welfare rolls. Instead, project repre-
sentatives offered employment assistance and financial support. Over time, continued access to
such financial support and improving employment outcomes may have provided participants
with a growing incentive to leave public assistance. At the same time, higher earnings would
have caused their benefits to shrink, and the welfare bureaucracy was becoming more demand-
ing, increasing the hassle associated with public assistance receipt. All of these factors could
have reduced the actual and perceived value of these benefits to participants.

The lower panel of Table 4.8 shows public assistance impacts for sample members who
were not employed full time when they first applied to New Hope. As was shown above, pro-
gram effects on employment and earnings were larger for this group, which means that one might
expect to find substantial public assistance impacts for the group as well. However, the table
shows that impacts on receipt of AFDC and Food Stamps were generally insignificant, with the
exception of an increase in the amount of Food Stamps received in the second year of follow-up.
Participants' AFDC receipt did decrease over time (from 5.9 months on average in the first year
to 3.9 months in the second year), but these reductions were not larger than those experienced by
controls, despite the employment effects discussed earlier. Thus, Table 4.8 offers a rather puz-
zling pattern of impact findings. The box on page 145 presents results from a nonexperimental
analysis exploring these issues further.

Table 4.9 shows impacts on the receipt of AFDC and Food Stamps for the three sub-
groups defined by their potential barriers to employment. It appears that any reductions in public
assistance receipt were limited to the first group: those not working full time at random assign-
ment, but having none of the identified potential barriers to employment. However, none of the
program-control group differences shown, and few of the differences in impacts across the three
groups, were statistically significant. The second group experienced no statistically significant
impacts on their receipt of public assistance at all, and the third group (those with two barriers or
more) actually experienced significantly higher levels of public assistance receipt. In this respect,

'See, for example, Friedlander and Burtless, 1995, pp. 95-101.
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Explaining Patterns of AF C Impacts

The experimental impact analysis showed that AFDC impacts were concentrated
among sample members who were employed full time when they entered the
study, while the employment impacts were strongest in the other subgroup. This
inconsistency occurs frequently in welfare and employment research and has puz-

zled many other researchers.'

In the case of New Hope, the inconsistency seems largely accounted for by differ-
ences in the use and effects of earnings supplements in the two employment sub-
groups. First, participants who were employed full time at random assignment re-
ceived more earnings supplements ($1,126 versus $814 for the other group).
Second, further analysis suggests that these earnings supplements had stronger ef-
fects on their AFDC receipt than was the case in the other group.2

A factor that played a particularly important role for those employed full time at
random assignment was the accumulation of earnings supplements over time. The
analysis showed that as these participants accumulated extended periods of earn-
ings supplements, their probability of being on welfare in subsequent months de-
clined rapidly ($500 in total accumulated supplements was predicted to reduce
AFDC receipt in every subsequent month by about 4 percent). Apparently, sample
members who accumulated earnings supplements over time either lost their eligi-
bility for AFDC because their income became too large or attained enough finan-
cial stability to prompt them to leave AFDC and remain off. Which of these ex-
planations was more important is difficult to determine, because income eligibility
for AFDC varied with family size and also was not reestablished every month.

These effects were delayed until the second year of follow-up either because par-
ticipants decided to leave welfare only after an extended period of relative finan-
cial security or because welfare rules caught up with their additional income only
after some time had passed.

In these analyses, the effect of accumulating earnings supplements on AFDC re-
ceipt was much weaker for those who were not employed full time at random as-
signment. It seems that earnings in this group, even with the supplement, re-
mained too low to make these participants self-sufficient.

'See, for example, On and Beecroft, 1996; Riccio et al., 1994; and Friedlander and Bur-
tless, 1995.
2A11 of these findings are based on an analysis of variation in earnings, earnings supple-
ments, and welfare receipt over time. The analysis was conducted as follows: for each
sample member who was ever on AFDC during the follow-up period, we created an ob-
servation for each follow-up month and then looked at how welfare receipt in that month
related to earnings, earnings supplements received, and a series of control variables. The
resulting regression coefficients show how sample members' welfare status changes as the

other variables change over time.
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the patterns of public assistance use in the control group are quite revealing. Between the first
and second years of follow-up, controls who had multiple barriers to employment received 38.3
percent less in AFDC payments and 31.0 percent less in Food Stamps. This possibly reflects the
growing efforts of the welfare department during these years to remove even this very disadvan-
taged group from the welfare rolls. Although similar reductions in public assistance receipt oc-
curred among program group members, they were less dramatic, at 34.4 and 14.5 percent for
AFDC and Food Stamps, respectively. It is unclear why these reductions in public assistance in-
come were smaller for New Hope participants, but it is possible that program staff offered these
struggling participants help and encouragement in coping with the hassle of dealing with the wel-
fare bureaucracy. It is also possible that some recipients, by participating in New Hope, satisfied
the participation requirements enforced by their welfare caseworkers, thereby reducing their risk
of losing benefits due to sanctions or being forced off the rolls altogether.
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Chapter 5

New Hope's Effects on Material Well-Being,
Psychological Well-Being, and Time Use

This chapter presents the impacts of New Hope on family income and access to basic ne-
cessities (food, housing) as well as on participants' psychological well-being and time use.

I. Key Findings

New Hope increased family income for those not employed full time at ran-
dom assignment. It also increased the number of sample members whose
earnings-related income exceeded the federal poverty standard.

New Hope reduced material hardship, mostly by increasing access to medical
and dental care and by reducing periods without health insurance.

New Hope reduced sample members' stress and worries and increased their
feelings of social support. The program also increased sample members' hope-
fulness about achieving their goals.

II. The Path Between Income and Well-Being

Most of the benefits available in the New Hope program were intended to improve in-
come for participants who worked full time (30 hours a week or more). Earnings supplements
were designed to add income directly, and, for some participants, the health and child care bene-
fits may also have added to disposable income by reducing the out-of-pocket costs for health in-
surance and child care. Increases in income would be expected to reduce material hardship by
enabling participants to buy basic necessities.

Figure 5.1 expands one portion of the overall conceptual model presented in Chapter 1
(Figure 1.4). Increases in employment and earnings, reported in Chapter 4, are likely to improve
material and psychological well-being. In most instances, adults who are employed full time and
whose income is increasing are likely to feel reduced stress and worry about finances; because
work is highly valued in our society, regular employment may also contribute to a sense of self-
worth, personal efficacy, and status. On the other hand, negative work experiences can cause
stress and a reduced sense of well-being.

The potential effects of New Hope on sample members' time use depend on their em-
ployment status at random assignment. For most of the adults in the New Hope sample (those not
employed full time at random assignment), the 30-hour work requirement would be expected to
increase hours of employment, as it did (Chapter 4). For these adults, time for their families, for
household tasks, and for leisure would be reduced and they might be expected to feel more time

pressure.
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Figure 5.1

The New Hope Project

Conceptual Model of the Paths Between Income and Adult Well-Being

EARNINGS,
SUBSIDIES, AND
EMPLOYMENT

Public assistance received

Earnings

New Hope health care
and child care subsidies
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_po

Time use and
regularity of routine
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Increased employment might also affect the regularity of routines in the household. Po li-
cymakers often argue that when adults must report for work regularly, they will organize their
family and household routines for meals, children's bedtimes, and school more regularly as well.

Members of a smaller group in the New Hope sample, whose weekly hours of work ex-
ceeded 40 (often because they were engaged in multiple jobs) might reduce their work hours as
the result of the income supplement. For people with children, reducing hours of work to 40 or
fewer could have positive effects on family life,' such as reduced stress and more time for family

and other activities.

III. Data Sources

The findings presented in this chapter draw on administrative records, including the un-
employment insurance (UI) earnings records described in Chapter 4, and on the two-year follow-

up survey, which was completed by 1,086 sample members (or 80.0 percent of the full sample).
Family income assessments are based on UI records of earnings from employment and data from
several other administrative sources, including the Wisconsin tax system (a source of information
on use of the federal and Wisconsin Earned Income Credits), the AFDC system, and Food Stamp
databases. For New Hope participants, these data are supplemented with measures of program
benefits, such as the earnings supplements, earnings from community service jobs (CSJs), and
health and child care benefits, all collected from New Hope program administrators.

As discussed in Chapter 4, these administrative data sources enable us to construct lon-
gitudinal measures, showing how participants fared over time, but they do not cover all possible
sources of household income. Most data are available for only one person in each household.
Also, many income sources are not captured by the administrative data collected, but may be

very important to some households. Examples include General Assistance, Supplemental Secu-
rity Income (SSI), alimony or child support, and financial help from family and friends. Fortu-
nately, the two-year follow-up survey enables us to assess the extent of underreporting in the
continuous administrative data. Survey respondents were asked to list all income sources for the
month preceding the survey, including income from household members other than themselves.
Impact estimates using these income measures are included in Appendix G and can be compared
with those presented in this chapter.

The findings presented in this chapter on material hardship and housing, psychological
well-being, and time use are based on two-year survey responses. Some are available for the full
sample of 1,086 adults. Others were collected only from the Child and Family Study (CFS) sam-
ple of parents.

'Parcel and Menaghan, 1994.
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IV. Impacts on Income and Poverty

A. Impacts on Individual Income

New Hope's primary goal is to increase the income of low-wage workers and to reduce
poverty among them. This section examines program effects on various sources of family in-
come, including earnings, Earned Income Credit (EIC) benefits,' New Hope earnings supple-
ments, AFDC, and Food Stamps.

Table 5.1 shows these income measures for each of the two follow-up years, broken
down by full-time employment status at random assignment. The two panels of this table show
very different results for the two employment subgroups.' Those working full time at random
assignment experienced no impacts on their income in the first year and actually lost some in-
come in the second year. During the first year, the program's earnings supplements appear to
have been offset somewhat by reductions in earnings and public assistance. However, all these
effects were small and not statistically significant. In the second year, both reductions in earnings
and reductions in public assistance receipt accelerated, more than offsetting the contribution by
New Hope in the form of its earnings supplement. Overall, it seems that New Hope failed to im-
prove the financial situation of these participants,. not considering the value of other program
benefits, such as child care and health insurance. However, participants did receive less of their
income from AFDC and Food Stamps and more from sources connected to their own work. Also,
New Hope's provision of health insurance and child care subsidies increased participants' dis-
posable income by reducing their out-of-pocket expenses for health insurance and child care (not
shown in these tables).

The lower panel of Table 5.1 shows, more positively, that in both follow-up years those
not employed full time at random assignment experienced significant increases in their income,
exceeding $100 per month. Expressed in terms of effect sizes, these income gains would be con-
sidered small to moderate, at 0.19 and 0.16 for years 1 and 2, respectively.' In the first year most
of this increase came from higher earnings, supplemented by New Hope, while in the second
year increased EIC benefits and higher Food Stamp amounts contributed as well. However, not
all news was good for this group. Most notably, the table shows that total income, measured this
way, did not increase from year 1 to year 2. Any earnings gains and increases in EIC benefits
were accompanied by reductions in AFDC, and, to a lesser extent, in Food Stamps. Thus, while

'The EIC is an important additional source of cash income for low-income families, especially those who have
children. In the case of New Hope, EIC benefits accrue on both the federal and the state level. Wisconsin's state EIC
is limited to low-income workers who have children and essentially credits these taxpayers with an additional per-
centage of the federal EIC. The benefit structure in Wisconsin differs from the federal EIC in that it provides sub-
stantial additional benefits for families with more than two children (the federal EIC lumps together all families who
have more than one child). The analysis of EIC benefits presented here uses data from the Wisconsin Department of
Taxation. Because individual-level data were considered too sensitive, estimates are based on average rates of EIC
use in a large number of relatively homogeneous subgroups. The innovative procedure used to produce these esti-
mates is explained in detail in Appendix H.

'The p-values in the last column indicate that these respective patterns of impacts for the two employment sub-
groups were statistically significantly different from one another.

'Effect sizes are calculated by dividing the program effect by the standard deviation of the outcome, which pro-
duces a statistic whose size is consistent across different outcomes, regardless of their scale and underlying varia-
tion.
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Table 5.1

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Income from Selected Sources, by Full-Time
Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome

Program
Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In year 1, income from ($)
Earnings 10,227 10,480 -253 0.629 -2.4 -0.04 0.055 t
EIC benefits 1,312 1,369 -57 0.660 -4.2 -0.05 0.556

Earnings supplement 630 0 630 n/a n/a n/a n/a

AFDC 1,341 1,396 -56 0.748 -4.0 -0.02 0.839

Food Stamps 1,238 1,305 -67 0.577 -5.1 -0.04 0.688

All of the above 14,748 14,561 187 0.734 1.3 0.03 0.076 t

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 10,662 11,550 -889 0.183 -7.7 -0.12 0.082 t
EIC benefits 1,358 1,390 -32 0.820 -2.3 -0.02 0.124

Earnings supplement 496 0 496 n/a n/a n/a n/a

AFDC 736 1,181 -445 ** 0.011 -37.7 -0.19 0.034 tt
Food Stamps 893 1,167 -274 ** 0.029 -23.5 -0.18 0.003 ttt
All of the above 14,146 15,294 -1,148 * 0.085 -7.5 -0.14 0.002 lit

Sample size 218 200

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In year 1, income from ($)
Earnings 5,295 4,380 916 *** 0.004 20.9 0.15

EIC benefits 699 671 28 0.659 4.2 0.02

Earnings supplement 418 0 418 n/a n/a n/a

AFDC 2,951 2,962 -11 0.935 -0.4 0.00

Food Stamps 1,827 1,837 -10 0.896 -0.5 -0.01

All of the above 11,190 9,843 1,347 *** 0.000 13.7 0.19

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 6,602 6,129 473 0.253 7.7 0.06
EIC benefits 1,081 862 219 *** 0.010 25.4 0.16
Earnings supplement 396 0 396 n/a n/a n/a
AFDC 1,716 1,690 26 0.848 1.6 0.01

Food Stamps 1,418 1,242 176 ** 0.037 14.2 0.12

All of the above 11,213 9,915 1,298 *** 0.003 13.1 0.16

Sample size 459 476
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Table 5.1 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF), New Hope
Project MIS client-tracking database, Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records, and Wisconsin tax data.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics
between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5
percent, and * = 10 percent.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
N/a = not applicable.

Rounding and regression adjustment may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.
aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of

the standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from
the full research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts
across different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent,
the variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as fft =
1 percent, ft = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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New Hope made its participants better off than they would have been without the program, their
incomes did not continue to rise in year 2.

Use of EIC Benefits

The EIC impacts presented in this chapter are based on aggregate data from the
Wisconsin Dept. of Taxation. From these data it is possible to calculate the exact
rates of tax filing and EIC receipt for each of the three tax years from 1994
through 1996. The table below summarizes the results, showing that New Hope
had little impact on the actual rate of EIC receipt (or the rate of tax filing), al-
though the program did affect the amount received for some groups, by increasing

their earnings.

Program Group Control Group Difference

Filing rate (%)
1994 48.7 50.4 -1.6

1995 66.7 63.6 3.0

1996 70.1 65.6 4.4

EIC benefits
received (%)
1994 29.2 30.3 -1.1

1995 45.0 43.2 1.8

1996 47.9 45.9 1.9

NOTE: Tests of statistical significance were not conducted.

Table 5.2 presents income effects for those not employed full time at random assignment
for three smaller groups introduced in earlier chapters and defined by a number of potential bar-
riers to employment. An interesting pattern of impacts emerges, especially in the second year of
follow-up. While the "no potential barrier" group did not experience significant income gains in
either of the two years of follow-up, the other two subgroups did much better, but for different
reasons. Earnings gains for the group with one potential barrier, enhanced by the earnings sup-
plement and the EIC, resulted in substantial income gains throughout the two-year follow-up pe-
riod. During the second year, the measured income of New Hope participants in this group was
$2,325 higher than that of controls, a sizable effect at 25.2 percent of the control group average,
resulting in an effect size of 0.29. However, those with two potential barriers or more were not
far behind, with a comparable income gain of $1,894, or 18.2 percent (effect size 0.24). How-
ever, increased transfer income, rather than earnings gains, accounted for the impact on income
for this group. In addition to receiving the earnings supplement and higher EIC benefits, partici-
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Table 5.2

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Income from Selected Sources for Those Not Employed Full Time at
Random Assignment, by Number of Potential Barriers to Employmenta

Outcome
Program

Group
Control

Group Difference
P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

Effect

Sizeb

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels`

No Potential Barriers

In year 1, income from ($)
Earnings 5,810 5,319 490 0.440 9.2 0.08 0.558
EIC benefits 647 682 -35 0.773 -5.1 -0.03 0.893
Earnings supplement 394 0 394 n/a n/a n/a n/a
AFDC 2,028 2,336 -309 0.204 -13.2 -0.11 0.256
Food Stamps 1,285 1,363 -79 0.546 -5.8 -0.05 0.183
All of the above 10,163 9,724 439 0.508 4.5 0.06 0.302

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 6,427 7,449 -1,022 0.209 -13.7 -0.14 0.028 tt
EIC benefits 819 842 -23 0.879 -2.7 -0.02 0.234
Earnings supplement 372 0 372 n/a n/a n/a n/a
AFDC 1,145 1,280 -136 0.533 -10.6 -0.06 0.472
Food Stamps 940 817 123 0.334 15.1 0.08 0.026 tt
All of the above 9,703 10,409 -706 0.409 -6.8 -0.09 0.017 tt

Sample size 141 124

One Potential Barrier

In year 1, income from ($)
Earnings 5,481 4,228 1,254 ** 0.010 29.7 0.20
EIC benefits 733 695 37 0.714 5.4 0.03
Earnings supplement 420 0 420 n/a n/a n/a
AFDC 2,847 2,818 29 0.889 1.0 0.01
Food Stamps 1,722 1,806 -84 0.467 -4.6 -0.05
All of the above 11,203 9,550 1,653 *** 0.003 17.3 0.24

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 7,245 5,555 1,690 *** 0.009 30.4 0.23
EIC benefits 1,223 905 318 ** 0.023 35.1 0.23
Earnings supplement 336 0 336 n/a n/a n/a
AFDC 1,491 1,490 1 0.996 0.1 0.00
Food Stamps 1,246 1,259 -13 0.916 -1.1 -0.01
All of the above 11,541 9,217 2,325 *** 0.001 25.2 0.29

Sample size 192 194
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Table 5.2 (continued)

Outcome

Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference

Sizeb Between Panels

Two Potential Barriers or More

In year 1, income from ($)
Earnings 4,475 3,850 625 0.274 16.2 0.10

EIC benefits 677 651 26 0.828 4.1 0.02

Earnings supplement 450 0 450 n/a n/a n/a

AFDC 3,993 3,705 288 0.297 7.8 0.10

Food Stamps 2,523 2,274 249 0.115 11.0 0.16

All of the above 12,118 10,449 1,669 ** 0.013 16.0 0.24

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 5,886 5,713 173 0.817 3.0 0.02

EIC benefits 1,100 865 235 0.144 27.2 0.17

Earnings supplement 518 0 518 n/a n/a n/a

AFDC 2,618 2,286 332 0.292 14.5 0.15

Food Stamps 2,157 1,568 589 *** 0.002 37.5 0.39

All of the above 12,279 10,385 1,894 ** 0.021 18.2 0.24

Sample size 126 158

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF), New
Hope Project MIS client-tracking database, Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records, and Wisconsin tax

data.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics
between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5

percent, and * = 10 percent.
N/a = not applicable.
Rounding and regression adjustment may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

aPotential barriers to employment are not having worked in the past six years; having been arrested since
age 16; having either two or more children under age 6 or four children under age 12; having been fired from

one's period of longest employment; and not having a GED or high school diploma.
bThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of

the standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained

from the full research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

cA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table
were significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in
impacts across different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than
10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are
indicated as f f f = 1 percent, f f = 5 percent, and f = 10 percent.
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pants in this group apparently experienced smaller reductions in AFDC and Food Stamp receipt
than their counterparts in the control group, as discussed in Chapter 4.

B. Impacts on Income for the Child and Family Study Sample

Impacts on family income were calculated separately for the CFS sample. These impacts
are shown in Appendix Table L5.1. The pattern of impacts in this subsample was similar to that
for the full sample, but impacts on earnings and on total income in the first year of follow-up
were stronger for the CFS sample than for the sample as a whole.

Among people employed full time at random assignment, the CFS sample did not show
the significant reduction in income that characterized this subgroup in the sample as a whole; the
impact of New Hope on their income was neither consistently positive nor consistently negative.

C. Impacts on Family Poverty Status

Calculating impacts on poverty is difficult for a number of reasons. As noted in the intro-
duction to this chapter, the data sources available for these analyses do not cover all the various
income sources available to each New Hope family. Analyses of survey data (shown in Appendix
G) suggest that these missed income sources constitute only a relatively small proportion of the
total income available to the average New Hope sample member. Thus, on average, the income
figures presented in the previous section are reasonably close to the actual income available to
these families. However, the distribution of missed income is very uneven.

For example, only 9 percent of all sample members reported income from spousal earn-
ings at the time of follow-up, but for those who did the amount of that income exceeded their
own earnings. Similarly, only 3.4 percent of the sample received UI benefits in the month before
the interview, but those who did received $448 on average. The list goes on: eight sample mem-
bers received an average of $201 in General Assistance, 83 received an average of $473 in Social
Security benefits, and 285 received an average of $84 in WIC benefits. Therefore, omitting just
one of these income sources from the analysis has severe consequences for the estimated income
of those who receive it. While this does not affect measures of central tendency, such as the aver-
age income measures presented above, it does affect measures of income distribution, such as
families' poverty status. Consequently, creating a poverty measure based on the items shown in
Tables 5.1 and 5.2 would result in severely overestimated poverty rates.

An alternative approach would be to use survey data to estimate poverty rates. As noted,
a comprehensive list of possible income sources was included in the two-year follow-up survey,
which means that estimates of family income for the month preceding the interview are probably
quite accurate. However, it is just as difficult to develop an acceptable poverty measure from
these data as it was from the incomplete administrative data because these survey measures cov-
ered only one month, while family income is generally thought of, and compared with national
standards, on an annual basis. Month-to-month fluctuations in many income sources are substan-
tial, especially for low-income families. Thus, someone whose current job might lift her family
out of poverty if she kept it for an entire year might lose that job a month from now, making an-
nualized income measures based on monthly data too optimistic.

Another problem with estimating poverty rates is that these measures use cutoff levels
that are directly tied to family size. Aside from the difficulty of defining who is part of a given
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family, measures of family size are subject to variation over time. Children are born, spouses,
siblings, and parents come and go; and with each of these changes, both the actual family cir-

cumstances and the formal measures of poverty status change. Although the New Hope survey

collected detailed information on family composition, it does not permit accurate identification

of a household's composition at different times during the follow-up period, which makes precise

estimation of poverty status very difficult.

Finally, the usefulness of the widely used federal poverty measure is being questioned.'

Currently, the National Academy of Sciences and other organizations are involved in efforts to
develop new measures of poverty that better reflect the actual circumstances facing low-income
families and better represent the incidence of poverty across the United States.'

All of these issues limit the usefulness (and appropriateness) of a traditional analysis of

poverty status in this report.' However, it may be useful to present impacts on a different poverty

measure that is both easier to develop and more directly related to New Hope's goals. Such a

measure relates the federal poverty standard to that portion of family income that is directly tied

to sample members' work efforts, namely, the sum of their earnings, their EIC benefits, and (for

program participants) the New Hope supplement. The question is whether this "earnings-related"

income exceeds the poverty level for a sample member's household.

Table 5.3 compares earnings-related income (including individual earnings, EIC benefits,

and New Hope supplements) with the federal poverty standard for a family of the size reported
by survey respondents at the time of the interview. This measure captures less than the actual in-

come available to these families during the year and the reported rates therefore do not corre-

spond with traditional poverty rates. Instead, these rates identify the percentage of sample mem-

bers whose individual earnings and related benefits were sufficient to lift their family out of
poverty. In addition to showing what percentage of sample members had earnings-related income
above the poverty level, the table shows for the second year of follow-up what percentage

of sample members had earned incomes that exceeded the poverty, standard by 25, 50, and 100

percent.

Three findings emerge from this table. First, in both employment subgroups, fewer than

half of all sample members had earnings-related income high enough to lift their family out of
poverty. This does not mean that all these families lived below the poverty level, only that all of
them needed income from a second wage earner or income from public assistance to reach the
federal poverty level for their family's size.

Second, New Hope increased the number of individuals who were able to escape poverty
with only their earnings and income directly related to their work effort. These impacts were
modest and statistically significant only for those who were not employed full time at random
assignment. Effect sizes ranged from 0.13 to 0.18. However, the difference in impacts across the
subgroups was not statistically significant, suggesting that both groups of sample members bene-
fited from the program as far as this outcome was concerned. Third, among those not employed

'Weinberg, 1996.
6Citro and Michael, 1995.
'In fact, one might argue that many publications and evaluation reports have presented incorrect measures of

family poverty.
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Table 5.3

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Relationship of Earnings-Related Income to Federal Poverty Standard,
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignmenta

Outcome
Program Control P-Value for

Group Group Difference Difference
%

Impact
Effect

Size
b

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels`

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Earnings-related income above
the poverty standard (%)

Year 1 46.7 41.5 5.2 0.307 12.5 0.12 0.940
Year 2 50.7 43.8 6.9 0.168 15.8 0.15 0.817

Year 2 earnings-related income
exceeded standard by: (%)

25% 33.7 32.2 1.5 0.765 4.5 0.04 0.573
50% 20.5 17.9 2.6 0.520 14.7 0.08 0.854100% 4.4 6.0 -1.6 0.498 -27.1 -0.08 0.667

Sample size 187 162

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Earnings-related income above
the poverty standard (%)

Year 1 16.3 10.7 5.6 ** 0.019 52.4 0.13
Year 2 26.9 18.6 8.2 *** 0.006 44.3 0.18

Year 2 earnings-related income
exceeded standard by: (%)

25% 15.9 11.4 4.5 * 0.064 40.1 0.11
50% 8.9 7.1 1.8 0.359 25.2 0.06
100% 3.2 3.6 -0.4 0.739 -12.3 -0.02

Sample size 365 369

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF), New Hope
Project MIS client-tracking database, and Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics
between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5
percent, and * = 10 percent.

aEarnings-related income combines earnings, EIC and the New Hope supplement. This measure could only be
calculated one's for two-year survey respondents.

b
The effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the

standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the
full research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

CA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were
significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts
across different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent,
the variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1
percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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full time at random assignment, New Hope also increased the number whose earnings-related

income exceeded 25 percent of the poverty standard. The table also shows that New Hope did not

boost earned income much beyond that point, which reflects the structure of the program's finan-

cial incentives.

Best Case Scenario: Income and Poverty
for Those Working at Least 1,200 Hours

The effects of programs such as New Hope are limited by the fact that not everyone continues

to meet the participation requirements and take full advantage of the program offer. As dis-

cussed in Chapter 3, few participants received benefits throughout the two-year follow-up pe-

riod. But what happens if people do work a considerable amount throughout the year, making

them eligible for earnings supplements and other New Hope benefits most of that time? Are

their incomes increased substantially? Do they work their way out of poverty as planned?

To explore this, we estimated program effects on income and poverty status for sample mem-
bers who worked 1,200 hours or more in a year (this is not a true experimental comparison:

there may be systematic differences between program and control group members in this sub-

group). This table summarizes the results of the analysis.

Program Group Control
Group

Difference

Year 1 total income ($) 14,585 13,689 896 **

Year 1 earnings-related income ($) 11,245 10,249 995 **

Year 1 earnings-related income
above the poverty standard (%) 37.6 31.2 6.4 *

Year 2 total income ($) 15,098 15,057 40

Year 2 earnings-related income ($) 12,840 12,684 155

Year 2 earnings-related income
above the poverty standard (%) 48.2 40.1 8.1 **

This table shows how, as expected, the program substantially increased the number of indi-

viduals in this group of sample members whose income exceeded the poverty standard. On the
other hand, substantial numbers of program and control group members working 1,200 hours

or more continued to have earnings-related income below the federal poverty line, requiring the

help of a second wage earner to make ends meet.
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In interpreting these findings, it is impOrtant to keep in mind that all the income measures
include only cash income. This means that important New Hope benefits, such as health insur-
ance and child care subsidies, are excluded from this comparison. Aside from the in-kind value
of these benefits, their provision reduces out-of-pocket expenses by New Hope participants, ef-
fectively increasing their disposable income. If we were able to take these benefits into account,
we would see an increase in the number of New Hope participants whose earnings-related in-
come would exceed the poverty level. However, it is difficult to put a cash value on those bene-
fits and they are generally excluded from such comparisons. Noncash benefits are included, how-
ever, in the analysis of benefits and costs presented in Chapter 8.

Table 5.4 repeats the comparison of earnings-related income with the poverty standard for
the three potential barrier subgroups within the group of those not employed full time at random
assignment. Consistent with earlier findings, those with one potential barrier to employment ex-
perienced the strongest effect, an increase in the percentage of sample members whose earnings-
related income exceeded the poverty level from 13.4 to 27.3, in the second year of follow-up.
Again, effects varied only modestly by subgroup, with all three groups benefiting to some extent.

D. Impacts on Income for Other Subgroups

Impacts on income also were calculated for several subgroups first introduced in Chapter
4: AFDC recipients, households without children, families with recorded second wage earners,
women, men, people living on the Northside and Southside, and members of different ethnic
groups (African-American, Hispanic, and white). Significant variation in income effects for these
subgroups was limited (not shown).

V. Material Hardship and Housing Status

The income measures capture only one aspect of New Hope's contribution to partici-
pants' material well-being. This section presents impacts on two other sets of indicators: material
hardship and housing status.

A. Impacts on Material Hardship

A major reason for policies to improve family income is to assure access to basic neces-
sities including food, housing, and medical care. Although material well-being is associated with
cash income, they are not identical because people use their incomes differently and because the
costs of these necessities vary for different people.' New Hope provided subsidized health insur-
ance and child care, important in-kind benefits that were not included in the estimates of house-
hold income, but which should improve material well-being.

The measure of economic hardship used in the two-year survey (known as the Mayer-
Jencks Scale) lists eight indicators of economic hardship:

unmet medical needs

unmet dental needs

'Mayer and Jencks, 1989.
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Table 5.4

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Relationship of Earnings-RelatedIncome to Federal Poverty Standard
for Those Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment,

by Number of Potential Barriers to Employment

Outcome

Program

Group

Control P-Value for

Group Difference Difference Impact

Effect

Size

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels d

No Potential Barriers

Earnings-related income above
the poverty standard (%)

Year 1 20.5 19.0 1.5 0.776 7.8 0.03 0.588

Year 2 36.1 29.7 6.4 0.312 21.4 0.14 0.343

Year 2 earnings-related income
exceeded standard by: (%)

25% 19.4 23.7 -4.3 0.434 -18.3 -0.11 0.079 t

50% 10.8 17.3 -6.5 0.173 -37.6 -0.20 0.095 t

100% 3.9 8.2 -4.3 0.206 -52.1 -0.22 0.249

Sample size 117 96

One Potential Barrier

Earnings-related income above
the poverty standard (%)

Year 1 15.6 7.8 7.8 ** 0.029 100.2 0.18

Year 2 27.3 13.4 13.9 *** 0.003 103.6 0.30

Year 2 earnings-related income
exceeded standard by: (%)

25% 16.5 6.3 10.2 *** 0.006 161.1 0.26

50% 9.4 3.8 5.6 * 0.057 148.0 0.17

100% 2.3 1.8 0.4 0.799 23.5 0.02

Sample size 149 143

Two Potential Barriers or More

Earnings-related income above
the poverty standard (%)

Year 1 13.6 6.7 6.9 * 0.095 103.8 0.16

Year 2 18.7 14.5 4.2 0.418 28.8 0.09

Year 2 earnings-related income
exceeded standard by: (%)

25% 10.8 7.6 3.1 0.433 41.3 0.08

50% 5.7 3.1 2.7 0.342 87.5 0.08

100% 3.9 1.4 2.5 0.272 177.2 0.13

Sample size 99 130
(continued)
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Table 5.4 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF), New Hope Project
MIS client-tracking database, and Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between
the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and
* = 10 percent.

aEamings-related income combines earnings, EIC and the New Hope supplement. This measure could be calculated
only for two-year survey respondents.

b
Potential barriers to employment are not having worked in the past sixyears; having been arrested since age 16;

having either two or more children under age 6 or four children under age 12; having been fired from one's period of
longest employment; and not having a GED or high school diploma.

cThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full
research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

d
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across
different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, this
variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent,
tt 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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o lack of health insurance

occasionally being unable to buy food

spending less on food than the USDA recommended food budget

living in an overcrowded dwelling

o having had utilities shut off for nonpayment

experiencing one or more of a range of serious housing defects (for example,

rats, exposed wires, leaks)

The New Hope survey included only six of these eight indicators, omitting both food-related
items but adding one item asking whether there had been sufficient food in the last month. Im-

pacts on each indicator, and on the combined "modified" Mayer-Jencks Scale, are shown in Ta-

ble 5.5 for the full sample and for the two subgroups defined by their full-time employment

status at random assignment.

The upper panel of the table shows that any reductions in economic hardship stem from

New Hope's provision of subsidized health insurance for low-income workers. New Hope sam-
ple members were significantly less likely to report unmet medical and dental needs and also
were significantly less likely to be without health insurance. Other hardships also were less

common, but not significantly so. Overall, the modified Mayer-Jencks Scale was 0.2 points (or

11 percent) lower for program participants than for controls.

The reduction in material hardship was concentrated among sample members who were

not employed full time at random assignment. (However, the differences in impacts between the

two groups were not quite statistically significant.) The Mayer-Jencks measure was not signifi-
cantly lower for those employed full time at random assignment, even though this group did re-

port fewer periods without health insurance. Conversely, those not employed full time at random
assignment experienced a 0.3 point (or 13 percent) reduction on the modified hardship scale.

B. Impacts on Housing Status

Housing status is another important measure of material well-being covered by the New

Hope survey. As Table 5.5 shows, the program did not affect home ownership, household for-
mation, or money spent on housing, nor were there effects on reported housing deficiencies or
satisfaction with housing (not shown). Thus, it seems that the program's effects on income,
which were pronounced especially for those not employed full time at random assignment, were
not large enough to bring about consistent improvements in housing. Participants' awareness that
the New Hope benefits were temporary (in the context of this demonstration) may have pre-
vented such effects from materializing.

The impacts on material hardship and housing were similar for the CFS sample as for the
full sample.9 These impacts are shown in Appendix Table L5.2.

91n the CFS sample, there were no program impacts on children's access to health care that is, likelihood of

having insurance, having a regular provider, and having regular physical and dental checkups.
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Table 5.5

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Material Hardship and Housing Status,
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome
Program Control

Group Group
P-Value for

Difference Difference

%

Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Full Sample

During follow-up, reported any (%):
Unmet medical needs 16.2 20.1 -3.9 * 0.095 -19.5 -0.10 0.176
Unmet dental needs 24.2 29.4 -5.1 * 0.056 -17.4 -0.12 0.199
Periods without health insurance 48.2 59.1 -10.9 *** 0.000 -18.5 -0.22 0.662
Food insufficiency 11.1 11.9 -0.8 0.684 -6.6 -0.02 0.482
Overcrowding 13.4 15.6 -2.3 0.267 -14.4 -0.06 0.501
Utility shutoffs 39.5 40.5 -1.0 0.744 -2.4 -0.02 0.700
Other housing problems 44.9 45.8 -0.9 0.757 -2.1 -0.02 0.117

Number of times answered
"yes" to any of the above 2.0 2.2 -0.2 *** 0.009 -11.0 -0.16 0.143

Owns home (%) 10.4 8.8 1.6 0.338 18.4 0.06 0.996
Dependent on others for housing (%) 16.9 18.5 -1.5 0.484 -8.4 -0.04 0.953
Housing expenses last month ($) 378 379 -0.5 0.965 -0.1 0.00 0.905

Sample size 552 531

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

During follow-up, reported any (%):
Unmet medical needs 15.1 14.2 0.9 0.810 6.5 0.02
Unmet dental needs 19.9 19.7 0.2 0.963 1.0 0.00
Periods without health insurance 46.8 55.2 -8.5 0.112 -15.3 -0.17
Food insufficiency 8.9 7.7 1.2 0.698 15.0 0.04
Overcrowding 12.4 16.7 -4.3 0.211 -25.8 -0.12
Utility shutoffs 35.6 34.3 1.3 0.799 3.8 0.03
Other housing problems 43.5 37.1 6.4 0.224 17.3 0.13

Number of times answered
"yes" to any of the above 1.8 1.9 0.0 0.844 -1.6 -0.02

Owns home (%) 12.9 11.8 1.1 0.741 9.2 0.04
Dependent on others for housing (%) 14.8 16.7 -1.9 0.610 -11.6 -0.05
Housing expenses last month ($) 387 387 0.3 0.987 0.1 0.00

Sample size 187 162
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Table 5.5 (continued)

Outcome

P-Value for

Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference

Group Group Difference Difference Impact Sizea Between Panels
b

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

During follow-up, reported any (%):
Unmet medical needs 17.0 22.6 -5.6 * 0.056 -24.9 -0.15

Unmet dental needs 26.7 33.6 -6.8 ** 0.043 -20.3 -0.15

Periods without health insurance 49.3 60.5 -11.3 *** 0.002 -18.6 -0.23

Food insufficiency 12.2 13.8 -1.6 0.528 -11.5 -0.05

Overcrowding 13.8 15.2 -1.4 0.562 -9.5 -0.04

Utility shutoffs 41.9 43.0 -1.1 0.760 -2.6 -0.02

Other housing problems 46.0 49.7 -3.7 0.322 -7.5 -0.07

Number of times answered
"yes" to any of the above 2.1 2.4 -0.3 *** 0.008 -13.0 -0.20

Owns home (%) 8.9 7.8 1.1 0.569 14.2 0.04

Dependent on others for housing (%) 17.8 19.4 -1.7 0.541 -8.6 -0.04

Housing expenses last month ($) 373 375 -2.6 0.839 -0.7 -0.01

Sample size 365 369

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF) and two-year

survey.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between

the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * =

10 percent.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full

research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts
across different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the
variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent,

tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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In conclusion, New Hope appears to have achieved its effects on material well-being pri-
marily by increasing discretionary resources, financial stability, and, most of all, access to health
coverage. The program did not fundamentally alter material well-being in other ways.

VI. Impacts on Psychological Well-Being

Thus far, the effects of New Hope have been described in terms of its material benefits.
However, in addition to those material benefits, it was expected that increased employment and
family income would cause participants to be less stressed and worried about their financial
situation. These benefits would be enhanced by the guarantees surrounding them: the New Hope
offer guaranteed that an earnings supplement, health insurance, and child care assistance would
be available to anyone working full time, and that a job opportunity would be available to anyone
unable to find unsubsidized employment. New Hope was also expected to lead to more general
improvements in participants' psychological well-being because it provides benefits and services
that help people to gain and sustain full-time employment and to improve their material circum-
stances. In focus groups, participants said they felt improved self-esteem and confidence in their
ability to succeed when they tried something new. The vignette on page 167 describes the con-
trary experience of a control group member who works full time and feels stress in trying to pay
for medical care.

However, not all impacts for New Hope participants would necessarily be positive. Ex-
tending the New Hope offer might increase the stress experienced by participants because they
now would be obliged to find a job, keep it, and work full time, in order to remain eligible for
benefits. This, in turn, would require changes in family routines, a search for reliable transporta-
tion and child care, and a reduction in leisure time, meaning less time to respond to family needs
and emergencies. These increases in stress would be worst for those not working full time at ran-
dom assignment and those with serious potential barriers to employment.

Another factor that could impede program effects was the time-limited nature of the New
Hope offer, as studied in this demonstration. After three years, the program would stop providing
benefits, creating a need among participants to secure well-paying steady jobs before then or face
serious losses in income and benefits at that time. For those dependent on CSJs for their em-
ployment, such a time limit would loom after one year (the maximum time that anyone was al-
lowed to hold such a job). It is unclear whether these time pressures were being felt by New
Hope participants as they were interviewed after two years in the program.

A. Impacts for the Full Sample and by Employment Status at Random Assignment

To assess New Hope's effects on psychological well-being and worries, the two-year
follow-up survey included many questions about sample members' living circumstances, finan-
cial situation, goals and stresses, depression, self-esteem, feelings of mastery, and feelings of ef-
ficacy in achieving their goals. Some of these questions were asked only of the parents in the
Child and Family Study.

Table 5.6 shows the outcomes for the full sample and employment subgroups. Although
all of the questions asked allowed for a range of responses, the answers were categorized di-
chotomously for ease of presentation.
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A Control Group Member Worries About Health Coverage

Katie, a Euro-American woman in her early 30s, is a high school graduate who
lives with her three children in a working-class neighborhood near the airport. She
reflects the relatively strong work histories of many parents who nonetheless
struggle with health care and child care. A single parent, she left her husband
shortly after the birth of her third child because of his addiction to drugs and alco-
hol. She has worked most of her adult life in housekeeping jobs. Prior to signing
up for New Hope, she was on AFDC for two years in order to stay home and take
care of her children.

Katie was in the welfare office at a mandatory meeting about job training when
she signed up for the New Hope Project. What interested her most about the proj-
ect were the health benefits. She was never worried about finding a job, as she had
always worked. She was concerned, however, about getting adequate health in-
surance coverage for her daughter Sean.

Shortly after being designated as a control for the New Hope Project Katie found
a full-time cleaning job in a motel and immediately began working, but did not
have health care benefits. She was not satisfied with the quality of the child care
programs she visited, particularly because Sean had a number of health problems.
She eventually solved her child care problems by having her brother take care of
her children. The brother became a licensed child-care provider and Katie re-
ceived a child care supplement from the state to pay him. After working in the
same cleaning job for over a year and a half Katie decided to switch jobs, in part
because of the motel's rigid absentee policy: even when she was sick, or one of
her children was sick, she was expected to come to work. She then found a new
housekeeping job in a nursing home. Katie has been working steadily for almost
two years since then. She recently received a promotion to lead housekeeper,
raising her salary from $6.50 hour to $7.25 an hour.

While Katie is relatively happy at her job, she still has not solved the health bene-
fits problem that she had hoped New Hope would assist her with (and which it did
for comparable families who ended up in New Hope). Insurance offered by her
employer costs Katie $130 every two weeks, which is too expensive. In addition
there are copayments for doctors' visits and prescriptions. Right now the children
are covered by W-2 for health care. She worries about what will happen when W-2
runs out. (Katie should benefit from the new Badger Care program which begins July
1, 1999.)
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Table 5.6

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Reported Stress and Worries, by Full-Time
Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome
Program

Group

Control

Group

P-Value for

Difference Difference

%

Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Full Sample

Stressed much or all
of the time (%) 43.5 49.9 -6.3 ** 0.038 -12.7 -0.13 0.791
Worried "quite a bit" or
"a great deal" about ( %)

Bills 52.1 54.1 -2.1 0.491 -3.8 -0.04 0.835
Job security 37.1 41.4 -4.3 0.145 -10.4 -0.09 0.879
Medical care 40.7 47.9 -7.2 ** 0.018 -15.0 -0.14 0.254
Paying for food 29.0 31.4 -2.3 0.406 -7.4 -0.05 0.599
Affordable housing 32.8 38.5 -5.7 * 0.051 -14.7 -0.12 0.737
General financial health 55.5 62.2 -6.7 ** 0.025 -10.7 -0.14 0.571

Satisfied or very satisfied
with standard or living 65.2 64.1 1.1 0.714 1.7 0.02 0.788

Sample size 553 533

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Stressed much or all
of the time (%) 42.5 49.2 -6.8 0.219 -13.7 -0.14
Worried "quite a bit" or
"a great deal" about (%)

Bills 50.9 51.1 -0.2 0.977 -0.3 0.00
Job security 30.6 33.6 -2.9 0.551 -8.8 -0.06
Medical care 39.2 41.0 -1.8 0.743 -4.3 -0.04
Paying for food 27.9 27.6 0.3 0.951 1.1 0.01
Affordable housing 30.1 34.3 -4.2 0.417 -12.2 -0.09
General financial health 51.4 55.2 -3.7 0.489 -6.8 -0.08

Satisfied or very satisfied
with standard or living 70.5 71.1 -0.6 0.895 -0.9 -0.01

Sample size 187 162

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Stressed much or all
of the time (%) 44.6 49.6 -5.0 0.174 -10.1 -0.10
Worried "quite a bit" or
"a great deal" about (%)

Bills 53.3 54.8 -1.5 0.678 -2.8 -0.03
Job security 40.7 44.6 -3.9 0.292 -8.7 -0.08
Medical care 41.7 50.8 -9.2 ** 0.013 -18.1 -0.19
Paying for food 29.9 32.8 -2.8 0.409 -8.7 -0.06
Affordable housing 34.2 40.5 -6.3 * 0.080 -15.5 -0.13
General financial health 57.7 65.1 -7.4 ** 0.041 -11.4 -0.15

Satisfied or very satisfied
with standard or living 62.2 61.2 1.0 0.785 1.6 0.02

Sample size 365

(continued)
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Table 5.6 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF) and two-year
survey.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between
the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * =
10 percent.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full
research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were
significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts
across different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the
variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as trt = 1

percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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What Are New Hope Sample Members Stressed About?

A substantial number (over 85 percent) of sample members in both the full sample
and the Child and Family Study (CFS) sample reported being stressed at least
some of the time. Financial and job-related issues were most frequently mentioned
as sources of stress. This demonstrates that despite a strong economy and high
rates of employment, sample members remained concerned about their ability to
make ends meet, to find and maintain steady jobs that enable them to meet their
financial obligations, and to deal with job-related issues.

Full Sample CFS Sample
Non-CFS

Sample
Number of stressors named (%)

(N = 1,052) (N = 608) (N = 444)
None 12.6 10.0 16.2
1 53.9 48.5 61.3
2 or more 33.5 41.4 22.5

Specific source of stress ( %)
(N = 920) (N = 547) (N = 373)

Financial 37.0 41.0 31.1
Job issues 38.2 37.5 39.1
Family issues 20.7 25.8 13.1
Multiple role strain 16.1 20.7 9.4

NOTE: Tests of statistical significance were not conducted.

The impacts on these measures of psychological well-being were generally positive. In-
terestingly, there was no statistically significant variation in these effects across the two em-
ployment subgroups. The program reduced stress, regardless of whether or not participants were
working full time at random assignment. The program also reduced worries about job security
(marginally significant), medical care, affordable housing, and general financial health. Sample
members expressed relatively high levels of satisfaction with their standard of living, but the
program did not increase this less specific measure of well-being. In the vignette on page 171, a
program group member describes New Hope's influence on her feelings about herself and the
role played by the project rep.
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New Hope Parents Gained in Their Sense of Agency and Hope
from the Program and Their Reps

Alicia, who moved to Milwaukee from El Salvador 12 years ago, lives with her
12-year-old daughter on the Southside. She says, "I was accepted into New Hope
and everything changed for me." At the time of random assignment, she was
working two part-time jobs: housekeeping and home care for an elderly woman.
New Hope provided her with health insurance and encouraged her to take English
classes. "I used to feel `acomplejada' [inferior]" she says. "They built up my mo-
rale and self-esteem." New Hope also invited her to workshops about the program
and about finding a job in her profession (she had been trained in child care in El
Salvador). The workshops were a good opportunity for Alicia to practice her
English.

With the help of a friend, she found a job working in the Milwaukee public school
system as a teacher's assistant. Her New Hope Project rep told her about courses
she could take at MATC toward a Child Development Associate credential; once
she was enrolled, he called her frequently to ask about her classes and how her
life was going. After earning a CDA credential she received a raise of $1.25 an
hour, so she now earns close to $10.00 an hour. She is proud of her accomplish-
ments. "I left my country looking for a better life, now my goal for myself is to
get ahead and move up." Alicia believes that New Hope gave her three years to
improve herself. She considers New Hope a kind of "test," which she thinks she
passed because now she has a better life than she did three years ago. New Hope

reps recognized Alicia's capacities and helped her build on them; the program
came at a point in her life when she was ready and able to make these changes.

B. Impacts for the Child and Family Study Sample

Table 5.7 show impacts on these measures of stress and worries as well as on other indi-
cators of psychological well-being for the Child and Family Study (CFS) sample. As part of the
expanded survey for the CFS, additional sets of questions were asked to assess depression, self-
esteem, feelings of agency and mastery, social support, and time pressure. The Center for Epi-
demiological Studies-Depression (CES-D) Scale is a screening instrument used in many similar,
large-scale projects with low-income adults; a score of 16 or higher is considered to indicate po-
tentially serious depression. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale is a short and reliable measure of
general self-esteem. The Hope Scale is intended to assess agency ("belief in one's capacity to
initiate and sustain actions") and pathways ("belief in one's capacity to generate routes") to
achieve goals (for example, "I am meeting the goals I set for myself'). The Pearlin Mastery
Scale, measuring mastery or internal locus of control, has been used in numerous studies of low-
income populations. The items are stated negatively (for example, "There is really no way I can
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Table 5.7

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Reported Stress and Worries and Other Measures of Psychological Well-Being
for Sample Members in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Full-Time

Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome
Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference Impact

% Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Child and Family Study Sample

Stressed much or all
of the time (%) 47.0 54.2 -7.2 * 0.080 -13.3 -0.14 0.583

Worried "quite a bit" or
"a great deal" about (%)

Bills 57.6 57.0 0.6 0.873 1.1 0.01 0.612
Job security 38.3 38.0 0.3 0.942 0.8 0.01 0.990
Medical care 41.1 46.6 -5.5 0.177 -11.9 -0.11 0.386
Paying for food 31.0 30.0 1.1 0.781 3.5 0.02 0.664
Affordable housing 33.3 35.9 -2.6 0.508 -7.3 -0.05 0.241
General financial health 56.4 62.8 -6.3 0.118 -10.1 -0.13 0.214

Satisfied or very satisfied
with standard or living (%) 66.8 68.7 -1.9 0.631 -2.7 -0.04 0.834

CES-Depression Scale 16.9 16.9 0.0 0.968 -0.2 0.00 0.368
Pearlin Mastery Scale 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.838 -0.3 -0.02 0.757
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 17.6 17.4 0.2 0.530 1.0 0.05 0.858
State Hope Scale 2.9 2.8 0.1 ** 0.035 3.4 0.18 0.175
Parent Time Pressure Scale 3.8 3.7 0.2 ** 0.021 4.6 0.19 0.744
How happy with progress
toward goals 2.2 2.3 -0.1 0.401 -3.6 -0.07 0.196
Social Support Scale

Practical advice/assistance 29.5 19.2 10.3 *** 0.004 53.7 0.26 0.076 t
Emotional support/counseling 32.6 17.5 15.1 *** 0.000 86.5 0.36 0.215

Sample size 289 301

CFS, Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Stressed much or all
of the time (%) 44.9 54.4 -9.6 0.206 -17.6 -0.19

Worried "quite a bit" or .
"a great deal" about (%)

Bills 59.3 54.0 5.2 0.475 9.7 0.11
Job security 30.8 29.7 1.1 0.876 3.6 0.02
Medical care 41.4 41.0 0.4 0.962 0.9 0.01
Paying for food 28.9 25.0 3.8 0.571 15.3 0.08
Affordable housing 31.8 26.8 5.0 0.475 18.4 0.10
General financial health 55.2 52.6 2.6 0.732 4.9 0.05

Satisfied or very satisfied
with standard or living (%) 70.6 74.4 -3.8 0.561 -5.2 -0.08

(continued)
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Table 5.7 (continued)

Outcome

Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference

Sizea -Between Panelsb

CES-Depression Scale 15.1 16.3 -1.2 0.504 -7.3 -0.10
Pear lin Mastery Scale 3.1 3.2 0.0 0.578 -1.3 -0.08
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 17.7 17.5 0.2 0.670 1.3 0.07
State Hope Scale 3.0 2.9 0.2 ** 0.050 5.9 0.31

Parent Time Pressure Scale 3.9 3.7 0.1 0.273 3.8 0.16
How happy with progress
toward goals 2.1 2.3 -0.2 0.161 -10.2 -0.21

Social Support Scale
Practical advice/assistance 31.0 11.1 19.8 * ** 0.001 178.6 0.50
Emotional support/counseling 34.1 12.4 21.7 *** 0.001 175.2 0.51

Sample size 95 87

CFS, Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Stressed much or all
of the time (%) 48.8 53.4 -4.6 0.355 -8.7 -0.09

Worried "quite a bit" or
"a great deal" about (%)

Bills 58.0 57.2 0.8 0.872 1.4 0.02
Job security 42.2 41.2 1.0 0.846 2.3 0.02
Medical care 41.3 48.8 -7.4 0.137 -15.2 -0.15
Paying for food 32.2 32.0 0.3 0.957 0.8 0.01

Affordable housing 34.5 39.5 -5.0 0.308 -12.6 -0.10
General financial health 57.9 66.5 -8.5 * 0.078 -12.9 -0.17

Satisfied or very satisfied
with standard or living (%) 64.6 66.7 -2.1 0.659 -3.2 -0.04

CES-Depression Scale 17.8 17.1 0.7 0.535 4.3 0.06
Pearlin Mastery Scale 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.805 -0.4 -0.03
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 17.5 17.4 0.1 0.719 0.7 0.04
State Hope Scale 2.9 2.9 0.0 0.573 1.1 0.06
Parent Time Pressure Scale 3.8 3.6 0.2 ** 0.034 5.3 0.22
How happy with progress
toward goals 2.3 2.3 0.0 0.797 1.4 0.03
Social Support Scale

Practical advice/assistance 29.1 22.5 6.5 0.137 29.0 0.17
Emotional support/counseling 32.1 19.6 12.5 *** 0.004 63.7 0.30

Sample size 194 214
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Table 5.7 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: The CFS sample includes all New Hope sample members (except Asian and Pacific Islander families) whose
household included at least one child in the 1 to 10 age range at the time of random assignment.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between the

program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10
percent.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full
research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts
across different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the
variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1
percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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solve some of the problems I have").1° Time pressure was measured with two questions about
whether the test taker had too little or too much time.

The overall picture for the CFS sample is similar to that for the whole sample, with sig-
nificant reductions in overall stress and financial worries. There were also significant impacts on
participants' feelings of agency on the Hope Scale their sense that they could take action and
achieve their goals. One reason for these changes could be the New Hope participants' greater
experience of social support. On a possibly negative note, parents reported significantly more
time pressure, which may be related to their increased work effort.

Stated Goals of New Hope Sample Members

Sample members were asked whether they were currently pursuing any goals
and, if so, their satisfaction with the progress toward these goals. A majority of
the sample (75 percent) indicated that they were currently pursuing a goal. Of
these, 67 percent reported being satisfied with their goal progress. Almost half
of the sample members were currently pursuing only a single goal, with educa-
tion and employment-related goals being the most frequently mentioned. Al-
though education and training were not part of the New Hope offer, sample
members were aware of the importance of job-related training as a means to-
ward economic self-sufficiency. Employment-related goals were also named by
many people, suggesting that sample members placed a high priority on im-
proving their job situation.

Full Sample CFS Sample
Non-CFS
Sample

Number of goals named (%)
(N = 1,082) (N = 635) (N = 447)

None 24.3 23.0 26.2
1 45.8 43.0 49.9
2 or more 29.9 34.0 23.9

Percent reporting specific goal
(N = 823) (N = 491) (N = 332)

Education 47.1 49.3 44.0
Employment 47.9 46.8 49.4
Personal 12.0 10.6 14.2
Financial 25.3 30.5 17.5

Family 14.6 17.1 10.8

NOTE: Tests of statistical significance were not conducted.

'Center for Epidemiological Studies-Depression (CES-D) Scale: Devins and Orme, 1985; Self-Esteem Scale:
Rosenberg, 1979; Mastery Scale: Pearlin et al., 1981; HOPE Scale: Snyder et al., 1996.
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By contrast, there were no impacts on the more global indices of depression, feelings of
mastery, and self-esteem. The changes in life brought about by New Hope participation appear to
have affected those aspects of psychological well-being that are based primarily in one's current
situation worry about financial health, stress, a feeling of optimism about achieving goals.
Depression, self-esteem, and beliefs about one's control over events are, however, deeply-rooted,
stable, personal dispositions that were not affected by New Hope's program.

VII. Impacts on Time Use and Regularity of Routine

In considering the possible effects of New Hope on families and children, parents' time
use and the regularity of their daily routine were considered important potential mediators., To
assess these outcomes a module of the two-year survey collected time use data for parents in the
CFS sample.

Parents' time use was measured with a calendar for the previous week showing time
spent at a job and, for the previous day, time spent sleeping and doing errands and household
chores. Its purposes were to determine total time allocations and scheduling of work. Many low-
wage jobs require irregular hours and evening and weekend work. Regularity of routine was
measured with two, questions about the regularity of work hours and of family meals.

A. New Hope Impacts on Parent Time Use

Details about employment in the past week and time use during the last weekday are
shown in Table 5.8. New Hope participants reported significantly more work hours in the past
week than did control group members. The average New Hope participant worked 32.3 hours, of
which 7.4 were spent during nights or weekends. Comparable figures for control group members
were 28.6 and 6.6, respectively.

The daily diaries indicate that New Hope participants spent less time shopping or in un-
defined activities than did controls. They apparently compensated for their increased work time
by reducing hours in errands and other activities, but not in reduced sleep or household chores.

B. Impacts on Regularity of Routine

There were no impacts on the regularity of employment hours or of family meals, despite
the fact that New Hope increased engagement in full-time work, which is more likely than part-
time work to have regular hours. Hence, there is no support for the popular notion that increasing
employment will lead low-income parents to organize their family routines in a more regular
way. One reason may be that both program and control group members had relatively high rates
of employment, limiting the possible size of New Hope's effects in this area. It may also be the
case, however, that many families have regular routines without parental employment or that in-
creases in regularity in some families were offset by others for whom parents' employment hours
made it more rather than less difficult to maintain a regular schedule for meals and family activi-
ties.
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Table 5.8

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Time Use and Regularity of Routine for Sample Members
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Full-Time Employment Status

at Random Assignment

Outcome

Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Differences

Between Panelsb

Child and Family Study Sample

Hours worked on a job during
the past week:

Day time 24.9 22.2 2.8 * 0.097 12.4 0.13 0.445

Night 4.9 4.2 0.8 0.314 18.5 0.08 0.788

Weekend 2.5 2.4 0.1 0.843 3.9 0.02 0.996

Total 32.3 28.6 3.7 ** 0.048 12.8 0.16 0.588

Time use yesterday/
last Friday (hours):

Work 6.0 5.5 0.6 0.156 10.4 0.12 0.230

Sleep 7.4 7.2 0.2 0.387 2.4 0.07 0.465

Housework/chores 2.7 2.7 0.0 0.991 0.1 0.00 0.105

Shopping 1.4 1.7 -0.3 * 0.085 -18.3 -0.15 0.470

Undefined` 6.5 6.9 -0.4 n/a -0.1 n/a n/a

Regularity of routine (3-9) 4.8 4.8 0.0 0.987 0.1 0.00 0.323

Regularity of employment (1-3) 1.4 1.5 0.0 0.882 -0.7 -0.01 0.074 t

Sample size 282 294

CFS, Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Hours worked on a job during
the past week:

Day time 28.8 27.8 1.0 0.724 3.6 0.05

Night 6.7 5.6 1.0 0.518 17.8 0.11

Weekend 3.6 3.5 0.1 0.947 1.9 0.01

Total 39.1 36.8 2.2 0.465 6.1 0.10

Time use yesterday/
last Friday (hours):

Work 7.2 7.3 -0.2 0.810 -2.3 -0.03

Sleep 7.3 6.9 0.4 0.235 5.6 0.16

Housework/chores 2.8 2.1 0.7 0.139 31.1 0.21

Shopping 1.0 1.5 -0.5 * 0.077 -32.4 -0.22

Undefined` 5.8 6.2 -0.4 n/a -0.1 n/a

Regularity of routine (3-9) 4.9 4.8 0.2 0.456 3.9 0.11

Regularity of employment (1-3) 1.5 1.4 0.2 0.189 11.3 0.21

Sample size 94 84

-177- 240

(continued)



Table 5.8 (continued)

Outcome

Program Control

Group Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

ova

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Differences

Sizes Between Panelsb

CFS, Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Hours worked on a job
the past week:

Day time 23.3 19.6 3.7 * 0.073 19.0 0.18
Night 4.1 3.6 0.5 0.541 14.8 0.06
Weekend 2.0 1.9 0.1 0.907 3.1 0.01
Total 29.3 25.0 4.3 * 0.068 17.3 0.19

Time use yesterday/
last Friday (hours):

Work 5.5 4.6 0.8 * 0.087 18.3 0.17
Sleep 7.4 7.3 0.1 0.727 1.2 0.04
Housework/chores 2.7 2.9 -0.2 0.480 -7.7 -0.07
Shopping 1.6 1.8 -0.2 0.374 -11.7 -0.10
Undefined 6.7 7.2 -0.5 n/a -0.1 n/a

Regularity of routine (3-9) 4.8 4.9 -0.1 0.518 -2.6 -0.08
Regularity of employment (1-3) 1.4 1.5 -0.1 0.228 -7.5 -0.15

Sample size 188 209 .

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: The CFS sample includes all New Hope sample members (except Asian and Pacific Islander families) whose
household included at least one child in the 1 to 10 age range at the time of random assignment.

A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between the
program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10
percent.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
N/a = not applicable.

Rounding and regression adjustment may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full
research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this tablewere

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts
across different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the
variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as t t = 1
percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.

`For this residual category, no tests of statistical significance were conducted.
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VIII. Summary

The impacts of New Hope on total income from all sources ,differed for people who were
and were not employed full time at random assignment. For people who were employed full time
at random assignment, New Hope led to a reduction in total income, not considering the pro-
gram's health insurance and child care benefits. Although New Hope participants received an
earnings supplement, their reduction in AFDC and Food Stamps more than compensated for this
program benefit. Moreover, their earnings were somewhat lower than those of control group
members. Nonetheless, New Hope participants in this subgroup were no less likely than controls
to have an earned income above the federal poverty standard.

For people not employed full time when they applied, New Hope had substantial positive
impacts on income, and participants' earnings were more likely to exceed the federal poverty
threshold than controls' earnings (though the great majority of both groups still had earnings be-
low the poverty threshold). Compared with controls, participants received more EIC benefits,
and they did not lose public assistance. In fact, the. program group received somewhat more in
Food Stamps than the controls.

The positive impacts on income occurred for people with one or more identified potential
barriers to employment, but not for those who had no potential barriers. For people with only one
potential barrier, the New Hope program was most likely to lead to earnings that exceeded the
federal poverty threshold.

We expected that New Hope participation would lead to greater material well-being, not
only because of the modest gains in earnings and income, but also because of the health and child
care subsidies that could contribute to overall family resources. The program had a positive im-
pact on participants' reports of material hardship, primarily because program members reported
fewer unmet medical and dental needs and less time without health insurance coverage. These
same patterns occurred for parents in the CFS sample, but there were no differences in the likeli-
hood that their children would be insured or receive routine health care.

New Hope participants reported less stress and worry, particularly about financial issues,
and they reported receiving more social support than controls. In the CFS sample of parents,
New Hope also led to increased feelings of ability to achieve goals as well as to feelings of time
pressure. There were no program effects on more durable personal dispositions such as depres-
sion, self-esteem, or sense of mastery.

New Hope had an impact on CFS parents' allocation of time to work versus shopping and
errands, but there was no effect on the regularity of family routines.

Although employment at random assignment was important for understanding the im-
pacts of New Hope on employment, earnings, and income, the impacts on material well-being,
psychological well-being, and time use were generally similar for people who were and were not
employed at random assignment.

-179-



Chapter 6

New Hope's Effects on Family Dynamics and Child Activities
for the Child and Family Study Sample

Evaluations of the impacts of antipoverty programs such as New Hope typically concen-
trate on adult employment and income. Studying a subgroup of the New Hope sample, members
of the Child and Family Study (CFS), enabled us to extend the range of outcomes to include
family processes and child development.

Prior research findings, as well as resource and socialization theories, suggest many rea-
sons to expect that virtually all of the major components of the New Hope program. a work
requirement, an earnings supplement, subsidized health insurance, subsidized'child care, a tem-
porary community service job (CSJ), and job search assistance might affect families and their
children's development. This chapter, after a general summary of findings, presents a summary
of theoretical expectations. It then reviews briefly results from prior chapters about program im-
pacts on households in the CFS sample. The heart of the chapter consists of analyses of program
impacts on parenting, child care, and child activities.

I. Key Findings

New Hope's child care subsidies made formal care programs more afford-
able and stimulated their use by program group families. More generally,
children in New Hope families spent more time in formal, structured ac-
tivities away from home than children in control group families. In con-
trast, there were few consistent program effects on patterns of children's
time use and household responsibilities within the home.

Among those employed full time at random assignment, some measures of
parenting quality were significantly more positive for program group
members than for controls. Among this subgroup, New Hope significantly
increased parent-reported warmth and 'parent-reported monitoring of
children's activities. Both parents and children in this subgroup reported
children's greater involverfient in organized activities outside of school. In
addition, boys in the full CFS sample reported significantly more positive
relations with their parents.

II. Summary of Theoretical Expectations.

The conceptual model presented in Figure. 6.1 (an expansion of Figure 1.4 in Chapter 1)
shows the pathways through which the New Hope offer could be expected to produce changes in
parent well-being and time use, the quality and nature of the home environment, parenting, and
the child's experiences outside the family. In this section we discuss these hypothesized path-
ways and briefly note some of the research that informed the hypotheses.
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Parenting. Low-income parents have been found to provide home environments that are
less cognitively stimulating than those provided by more economically advantaged parents, as
indicated by, for example, the presence of fewer books and toys that teach concepts such as
color, size, and shape.' They also tend to exhibit lower levels of emotional support toward their
children, less supervision and monitoring, and more punitive and inconsistent discipline than
higher-income parents.' These variations in parenting are due partly to differences in parents'
psychological well-being and ability to purchase books, toys, and other cognitively stimulating
materials.'

A number of studies have found income and emotional support to be positively related to
adult psychological well-being, which, in turn, has been found to be strongly linked to more
positive parenting.' Hence, the increases in income and support services provided by New Hope
might be expected to improve parenting. In particular, if the New Hope experience improved
parents' psychological functioning, it might enable them to express positive affection more fre-
quently and to use more effective family management and discipline strategies, leading to more
positive parent-child relations. In addition, increases in family income andparents' psychological
well-being might enhance parents' ability and inclination to provide their children with a more
cognitively stimulating home environment.

Paid employment might contribute to positive parenting, independent of income, by en-
hancing parents' psychological well-being. Research on the effects of women's paid employment
on their psychological functioning, parenting, and family life focuses primarily on middle-
income women.' It is questionable whether findings based on these women are generalizable to
low-income women because, while managing work and family duties is a challenge for all em-
ployed mothers, these challenges may be more numerous and intense for low-income mothers.
For example, compared with their middle-income counterparts, low-income employed mothers
typically experience greater financial constraints, more restrictions on how they spend their time,
more role strain because of limits on their ability to purchase domestic help and child care, and
more difficulty finding affordable, reliable, and high-quality child care. These stressors are exac-
erbated for low-income employed mothers who are single heads of households. Furthermore,
low-income women hold low-status jobs that may be more stressful than those held by middle-
income women (for example, shift work, low job control, inflexibility in work hours).6

At the same time, employment has been associated with higher levels of self-esteem
among economically disadvantaged single mothers.' In addition to providing increased financial
security, employment often affords low-income single mothers with opportunities to decrease
their social isolation and garner social supports. The availability of supportive relationships with
friends and coworkers appears to greatly enhance their ability to cope successfully with the stres-
sors triggered by employment. It is possible, then, that low-income mothers can benefit psycho-
logically from paid employment even though their lives are complex and often marked by multi-

'Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, and Liaw, 1995; Watson et al., 1996.
'Mc Loyd, 1990.
'Dubow and Ippolito, 1994; Garrett et al., 1994.
'Mc Loyd, 1990.
'Hoffman, 1989; Mc Loyd, 1993.
6Stegelin and Frankel, 1993.
'Sears and Galambos, 1993.
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ple strains and stressors.8 Two salient factors of the New Hope experience increased the likeli-
hood that the benefits of employment would outweigh the potential stressors created by employ-
ment, resulting in a net increase in parents' psychological well-being and, in turn, more positive
parenting. First, employment among New Hope participants generated more economic benefits
(earnings supplements, health care subsidies) than would typically be the case for individuals
working in low-wage jobs. Second, New Hope staff provided participants with generous em-
ployment- related support and assistance.

If parents are working away from home, their ability to monitor their children may be
compromised; but if parents' employment results in children spending more time in the home
(for example, because they have more household chores), parents' monitoring ability may actu-
ally increase.' The advantages of New Hope for positive parenting and parent-child relations
were expected to exceed the possible disadvantages of reduced parent time at home.

Child care type and quality. If the New Hope intervention increased parents' employ-
ment, it would likely lead to a reduction in parent-child interaction and in-home child care. Low-
income parents are less able than middle- and upper-income parents to pay market rates for child
care. Consequently, they tend to rely on relatives to care for their children.' However, there is

evidence that low-income parents prefer center care and use it when it is made available." The
availability of child care subsidies might be expected to decrease reliance on informal care by
older siblings, family, or neighbors or on self-care and to increase use of paid, organized child
care in centers and organized after-school programs.'2 However, subsidies were expected to
complement, not replace, other forms of care.

Child activities. At least two processes might lead program group children to become
more involved in organized activities away from home (sports, youth clubs, lessons) than control
group children. First, greater family income presumably would enhance parents' ability to pur-
chase these services. Second, program group children would likely spend more time in organized
child care where such activities are common. In addition to being more involved in organized
activities away from home, they might be expected to perform more household chores and as-
sume more responsibility for care of younger siblings owing to their parent's employment.

Some studies have found that maternal employment is more advantageous to the psy-
chological, cognitive, and academic functioning of girls than boys during the middle-childhood
years. " The reasons for this sex difference are unclear, but scholars have speculated that dispar-
ity between parenting behavior and the needs of the child may be a contributor. The increase in
independence training given to girls of working mothers is thought to increase girls' cognitive
and academic performance because lack of independence training is one of the factors hypothe-
sized to account for lower levels of achievement in females. Boys, on the other hand, may re-
ceive an optimal balance of independence training and parental control under "normal" circum-
stances, but maternal employment may disturb this balance. That is, the increase in independence
training and reduction in supervision may leave boys with too little supervision or independence

8D'Ercole, 1988; Sears and Galambos, 1993.
9Gallimore, Goldenberg, and Weisner, 1993.
'Scan, 1998.
"Phillips and Bridgman, 1995; Quint, Bos, and Polit, 1997.
"Lamb, 1997.
'Hoffman, 1979, 1989.
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training that is excessive or too early. Scholars also have speculated that maternal employment
may simply lead to a greater reduction in the supervision of boys than of girls."

This pattern of more positive effects of maternal employment for girls than boys has been
found primarily in middle-income samples,' but there is some suggestive evidence that a similar
gender effect may exist among children of low-income mothers who had previously received
AFDC.' Taken together, these research findings led to the question of whether program impacts
on parenting, child care, and child activities and, ultimately, child well-being depended on
the gender of the focal child. This chapter focuses on the first three domains. The question of
whether New Hope's effects on developmental outcomes were different for boys than for girls is
addressed in Chapter 7.

III. Review of the Results

Because households in the Child and Family Study (CFS) sample constitute roughly half
of the entire New Hope sample, most of the general results presented in the previous chapters
apply to the CFS sample as well. To review, previous chapters have documented the following:

The CFS sample. The CFS focused on participants who had preadolescent children at
random assignment. Specifically, the CFS sample consisted of the 745 adults enrolled in New
Hope who, at enrollment, named as a dependent at least one child between ages 1 and 10. Data
on families and children in the CFS sample are drawn from personal interviews, self-
administered teacher questionnaires, and administrative records.

The CFS sample differed from the non-CFS sample on several demographic and socio-
economic characteristics (as shown in Table 3.3). CFS adults were younger, had more and
younger children, and were more likely to be female and less likely to be married. They also had
fewer obstacles to employment and their households were more likely to qualify for and receive
public assistance.

CFS interviews. A two-year follow-up interview obtained information from the primary
caregiver about 900 focal children, 332 of whom were then between ages 3 and 5 and 568 of
whom were between-ages 6 and [2. Of the focal children themselves, 517 6- to 12-year-olds
were interviewed. A questionnaire mailed to teachers provided additional information about the
school progress and social behavior of 424 children.

CFS. take-up of program benefits. As in the full New Hope sample, CFS sample par-
ticipants who were working full time at the time of random assignment used more benefits, took
up benefits more quickly, and used benefits for a longer period than participants not working full
time at random assignment.' Take-up of at least some of the program benefits among the work-
ready was widespread, often instantaneous, but usually not continuous. Most program (as well as
control) group members appeared to use New Hope and other local-area benefits strategically,

"Hoffman, 1979.
15Hoffman, 1989.
16Moore and Driscoll, 1997.
"These results do not appear in Chapter 3 but were based on a comparison of CFS and full sample data on take-

up of program benefits presented in Chapter 3.
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constructing packages of child care, health insurance, earnings supplements, and other benefits

that best suited their own circumstances.

CFS employment, earnings; and household income. As with the larger set of New
Hope participants, program impacts on work.and income varied across subgroups. For CFS sam-
ple members employed full time at random assignment, employment rates and work hours over
the course of the 24 months following random assignment were high for both program and con-
trol groups. Program group members employed full time at random assignment relied less on
welfare but did not enjoy significantly higher total cash incomes than controls. Among CFS
sample members not employed full time at random assignment, program impacts were strongest
for the subgroup facing only one potential employment barrier. Owing mainly to employment,
one-potential-barrier program group members enjoyed a significantly higher total income in both

years of the program. The income of CFS program group members not employed full time at
random assignment and 'facing either no potential barriers or multiple potential barriers did not
differ significantly from that of their control group counterparts.

CFS health insurance. During the 24-month evaluation period, health insurance was
available to all Milwaukee County AFDC recipients and some other low-income families
through the Medicaid program. Since the New Hope health insurance supplement provided much
more affordable health care coverage for non-Medicaid families than was available to controls,
New Hope was expected to increase the number of families in the CFS with health care coverage.
In fact, it appears that the New Hope program helped parents provide better health insurance
coverage for themselves, but did not enable them to improve upon the higher but still far from
universal level of health insurance coverage they were able to provide for their children.

CFS material well-being. Survey questions provided measures of several aspects of
material well-being, in particular housing quality, health care utilization, health insurance cover-

age, and utility services. Although beneficial program-control differences among parents not em-
ployed full time at random assignment were found for several health-related dimensions of mate-
rial hardship for the entire sample, comparable program effects did not show up for parents in the

CFS sample.

CFS parental psychological well-being. New Hope's offer might have influenced par-
ticipants' mental health in several ways, some positive (fewer financial worries and less depres-
sion; greater feelings of hope, self-esteem, and mastery) and some negative (parents' feelings of
time pressure and lack of social support). In fact, favorable program impacts were found for
stress, social support, and participants' sense of hope about their current situation; unfavorable
impacts were found for time pressure. The lack of significant impacts on other mental health in-
dicators such as depression (where the average depression scores of both program and control
group families were near clinical levels), self-esteem, and mastery suggests that while partici-
pants might feel better about their current day-to-day situation, this feeling did not extend to
global assessments of their situation. The pattern of findings among subgroups indicates that
New Hope most improved the mental health of the participants who were already more involved
in the labor market.

249
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IV. Impacts on Parenting

A. Measures

Several conventional dimensions of parenting were measured. Assessment of the amount
of cognitive stimulation provided in the home environment was based on a subset of items se-
lected from the Home (home observation for cognitive measurement of the environment) Cogni-
tive Stimulation Scale in the JOBS Child and Family Study." Items concern the presence of
books, magazines, a library card, a dictionary, a computer/video game, and other cognitive re-
sources, and the frequency of outings (for example, museum trips).

Parental warmth was measured using a three-item scale from the Canadian evaluation of
the Self-Sufficiency Project (SSP)"' and two observational items from the Home measure.2° For
the SSP Warmth Scale, parents indicate the frequency of their praise, focused attention, and spe-
cial activities involving the child. The two Home observational items assess whether parents
convey positive feelings about their children and spontaneously praise or talk about their good
qualities and behavior. The provision of a safe play environment was measured using Home
items.

To measure parental control parents were asked a series of questions about the consis-
tency and effectiveness of their disciplinary strategies ("How often do you ignore things that
should have been punished?"). The five items in the scale were selected from a larger set used in
SSP on the basis of pilot testing and item analysis. To measure parental monitoring parents of
children aged 6 to 12. were asked four questions about their familiarity with the focal child's
friends and their knowledge of the focal child's whereabouts and companions when away from
home ("How often do you know where [child] is away from home?"). The items were taken from
the five-year follow-up to the JOBS Child and Family Study.

The index of parent-child relations measured the extent to which children aged 6 to 12
agreed with a series of positive and negative statements about their home life, specifically their
relations and interactions with parents ("It is hard to be pleasant and happy around your parent";
"Your parent argues with you a lot"). Items were adapted, from a rating instrument developed in
the 1940s and recently revised.'

Parents' educational aspirations and expectations for their children, while not parenting
behaviors, appear to have important implications for how parents interact with their children.
Parents reported their educational aspirations and expectations for each focal child and also indi-
cated the minimal level of educational attainment by the focal child that would be acceptable.
Children aged 9 to 12 reported their perceptions of their parents' educational aspirations for
them.'

We also included a measure of parenting stress to determine whether New Hope affected
the demands of child-rearing. Parents were asked a series of five questions about the degree of

'Moore et al., 1995.
19Statistics Canada, 1995.
"Caldwell and Bradley, 1984.
21See Swanson, 1950; McLoyd et al., 1994.
22ltems

taken from Medrich et al., 1982; Cook et al., 1996.
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difficulty they experience interacting with and caring for the focal child ("My child seems to be
much harder to care for than most"). The scale was taken from the New Chance Evaluation.'
Although not a measure of parenting, the findings for this variable have a close conceptual link

to parenting behavior.

B. Results

New Hope had virtually no reliable impacts on parenting and parent-child relations in the
full CFS sample (Table 6.1). However, New Hope's effects on parenting depended on parents'
employment status at random assignment (Table 6.2) and somewhat on the child's gender (Table
6.3). By far the most intriguing result is that among parents employed full time at random as-
signment, New Hope significantly increased self-reported parental warmth and parent-reported
monitoring of the focal child's activities. None of these effects were found among families in
which parents were not employed full time at random assignment (Table 6.2). No program im-
pacts were found on the measure of parenting stress.

New Hope's effects on parents' educational aspirations and expectations for focal chil-
dren were neither straightforward nor completely consistent with our expectations. Program ef-
fects varied depending on parents' employment status at random assignment and children's gen-
der, with children's responses generally corresponding to those of their parents. Surprisingly,
program parents who were employed full time at random assignment had lower minimal educa-
tional standards for their children than control group parents. Likewise, program group children
whose parents were employed full time at random assignment were less confident that their par-
ents expected them to attend college than control group children. Children in this subgroup also
were less likely than the controls to say they expected to finish high school, although the two
groups did not differ in their expectations about either attending or finishing college (see Chapter
7). None of these effects were found among families in which parents were not employed full
time at random assignment (Table 6.2 and Appendix Table L7.1).

Separate analyses by sex of child indicated that New Hope had no effect on parents' edu-
cational expectations and aspirations for sons. Surprisingly, it had negative rather than positive
effects on their standards and expectations for daughters. Program group parents reported signifi-
cantly lower minimum educational standards for their daughters than control group parents. They
also reported lower educational expectations for them, though this difference only approached
statistical significance. In accord with their parents' expectations for them, program group girls
were significantly less confident than control group girls that their parents expected them to at-
tend college (Table 6.3). However, program group girls were not different from controls in their
own expectations about finishing high school or attending college (see Chapter 7).

Although our survey data do not isolate the cause of these gender differences, our ethno-
graphic work leads us to believe one cause may be parents' greater concern about their sons.
Their worries included gang influences, safety, and the perceptions of greater susceptibility of
boys to school problems and drug influences (see the vignette on page 194).

'Quint, Bos, and Polit, 1997.
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Table 6.1

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Parenting and Parent-Child Relationships for Children
in the Child and Family Study (CFS)

Outcome
Program

Group
Control

Group Difference
P-Value for

Difference
%

Impact
Effect

Sizea

Parenting
Reported warmth 4.6 4.5 0.1 0.363 1.6 0.07
Observed warmth 2.0 2.0 0.1 0.380 2.5 0.07
Control 2.8 2.9 -0.1 0.313 -2.7 -0.08
Monitoringb 3.6 3.6 0.0 0.987 -0.1 0.00
Cognitive stimulation 24.1 23.8 0.3 0.368 1.2 0.07
Provision of safe play
environment 2.7 2.6 0.0 0.527 1.2 0.06
Parenting stress 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.628 -1.2 -0.03

Sample size 439 458

Parent-child relations
Perceived positive quality 4.5 4.4 0.1 0.176 1.6 0.13
Perceived negative quality 2.6 2.6 0.0 0.979 -0.1 0.00

Sample size 247 268

Educational aspirations and expectations
Parent aspiration 5.1 5.1 0.0 0.956 -0.2 -0.01
Parent expectation 4.2 4.3 -0.1 0.384 -2.6 -0.08
Parent minimum standard 3.0 3.2 -0.2 * 0.086 -5.7 -0.14

Sample size 438 458

Child perception of parent
expectation

Child should complete high school 4.5 4.5 0.0 0.821 -0.5 -0.02
Child should attend college 4.2 4.3 -0.1 0.574 -1.9 -0.08
Child should complete college 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.803 0.6 0.02

Sample size 150 136

(continued)
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Table 6.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment

characteristics of sample members.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are

indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: parent reported warmth: 1 (never) 6

(many times each day); parenting stress: 1 (not at all true) - 5 (very true); observed warmth: 1 (never) - 3 (daily); monitoring:

1 (never) - 5 (always); cognitive stimulation for 6 to 12-year-olds: 12 (low stimulation) - 36 (high stimulation); control: 1

(never) - 6 (many times each day); cognitive stimulation for 3 to 5-year-olds: 14 (low stimualtion) - 40 (high stimulation); safe

play environment: 1 (unsafe) 3 (completely safe); perceived relations: 1 (no) - 3 (yes); parent aspirations and expectations: 1

(some high school) - 6 (graduate/professional school); child perception of parent expectations: 1 (not sure) - 5 (very sure).
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard

deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,

even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
bSample sizes for this measure are as follows: for the program group N is 274 and for the control group N is 288.
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Table 6.2

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Parenting and Parent-Child Relationships for Children
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Parent's Full-Time

Employment Status at Random Assignment

Program Control
Outcome group group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

% Effect

Impact Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Parenting
Reported warmth 4.7 4.4 0.3 * 0.069 6.2 0.27 0.070 t
Observed warmth 2.1 2.0 0.2 0.161 7.7 0.22 0.139
Control 2.7 2.8 -0.1 0.500 -3.2 -0.09 0.957
Monitoring` 3.7 3.6 0.1 ** 0.048 3.6 0.31 0.018 tt
Cognitive stimulation 24.2 23.2 1.0 0.108 4.1 0.24 0.105
Provision of safe play
environment 2.7 2.7 -0.1 0.523 -2.1 -0.10 0.260
Parenting stress 1.8 1.8 0.0 0.928 -0.7 -0.02 0.814

Sample size 148 121

Parent-child relations
Perceived positive quality 4.6 4.4 0.1 0.236 2.5 0.20 0.646
Perceived negative quality 2.5 2.6 -0.1 0.752 -2.2 -0.07 0.539

Sample size 77 74

Educational aspirations and expectations
Parent aspiration 5.1 5.1 0.0 0.973 0.0 0.00 0.926
Parent expectation 4.4 4.4 0.0 0.927 0.4 0.01 0.375
Parent minimum standard 3.0 3.4 -0.4 ** 0.033 -12.0 -0.32 0.099 t

Sample size 147 121

Child perception of parent
expectation

Child should complete high school 4.6 4.9 -0.3 0.109 -5.8 -0.29 0.160
Child should attend college 3.9 4.7 -0.8 *** 0.008 -16.7 -0.72 0.006 ttt
Child should complete college 4.1 4.4 -0.4 0.187 -8.7 -0.34 0.164

SaMple size 45 36

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Parenting
Reported warmth 4.5 4.5 0.0 0.978 0.0 0.00
Observed warmth 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.898 -0.4 -0.01
Control 2.8 2.9 -0.1 0.420 -2.9 -0.08
Monitoring` 3.6 3.7 -0.1 0.330 -1.4 -0.12
Cognitive stimulation 24.1 24.1 0.0 0.992 0.0 0.00
Provision of safe play
environment 2.6 2.6 0.0 0.444 1.8 0.08
Parenting stress 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.598 -2.0 -0.05

Sample size 292 336

(continued)
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Table 6.2 (continued)

Program Control

Outcome group group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

P-Value for

% Effect Difference

Impact Sizea Between Panelsb

Parent-child relations
Perceived positive quality 4.5 4.4 0.1 0.379 1.3 0.11

Perceived negative quality 2.6 2.6 0.0 0.623 1.9 0.06

Sample size 170 194

Educational aspirations and expectations
Parent aspiration 5.1 5.1 0.0 0.901 -0.3 -0.01

Parent expectation 4.1 4.2 -0.2 0.216 -4.0 -0.12

Parent minimum standard 3.1 3.2 -0.1 0.455 -3.1 -0.08

Sample size 291 336

Child perception of parent
expectation

Child should complete high school 4.4 4.4 0.1 0.717 1.4 0.06

Child should attend college 4.3 4.2 0.1 0.641 1.9 0.07

Child should complete college 4.3 4.2 0.1 0.540 2.5 0.09

Sample size 105 100

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics

of sample members.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are

indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: parent reported warmth: 1 (never) - 6

(many times each day); parenting stress: 1 (not at all true) - 5 (very true); observed warmth: 1 (never) - 3 (daily); monitoring: 1

(never) - 5 (always); control: 1 (never) - 6 (many times each day); cognitive stimulation for 6 to 12-year-olds: 12 (low

stimulation) - 36 (high stimulation); cognitive stimulation for 3 to 5-year-olds: 14 (low stimulation) - 40 (high stimulation); safe

play environment: 1 (unsafe) - 3 (completely safe); perceived relations: 1 (no) - 3 (yes); parent aspirations and expectations: 1

(some high school) - 6 (graduate/professional school); child perception of parent expectations: 1 (not sure) - 5 (very sure).

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard

deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,

even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of

the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered

statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.

cSample sizes for this measure are as follows: for those employed full time at random assignment, the program group N is

88 and the control group N is 76; and for those not employed full time, the program group N is 186 and the control group N is

212.
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Table 6.3

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Parenting and Parent-Child Relationships for Children
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Child's Gender

Program
Outcome Group

Control

Group Difference
P-Value for

Difference

% Effect
Impact Sizea

P-Value for

Difference

Between Panelsb

Parenting

Boys

Reported warmth 4.5 4.5 0.0 0.999 0.0 0.00 0.334
Observed warmth 2.0 1.9 0.0 0.780 1.1 0.03 0.541
Control 2.8 3.0 -0.2 * 0.077 -6.5 -0.19 0.126
Monitoring` 3.6 3.6 0.0 0.778 0.4 0.04 0.773
Cognitive stimulation 24.0 23.8 0.2 0.594 0.9 0.05 0.579
Provision of safe play
environment 2.7 2.6 0.1 0.429 2.0 0.09 0.439
Parenting stress 1.9 2.0 -0.1 0.415 -3.3 -0.09 0.531

Sample size 237 225

Parent-child relations
Perceived positive quality 4.5 4.4 0.1 * 0.066 3.2 0.25 0.132
Perceived negative quality 2.6 2.6 -0.1 0.425 -3.3 -0.10 0.246

Sample size 130 125

Educational aspirations and expectations
Parent educational aspiration 5.1 5.0 0.0 0.665 1.0 0.05 0.442
Parent educational expectation 4.1 4.1 0.0 0.877 -0.6 -0.02 0.301
Parent minimum standard 3.0 3.1 -0.1 0.595 -2.3 -0.06 0.244

Sample size 238 227

Child perception of parent
expectation

Child complete high school 4.6 4.5 0.1 0.411 3.1 0.14 0.258
Child attend college 4.4 4.1 0.3 0.154 7.2 0.27 0.009 ttt
Child complete college 4.4 4.0 0.4 0.120 8.8 0.31 0.034 tt

Sample size 76 61

Girls

Parenting
Reported warmth 4.6 4.5 0.1 0.215 3.0 0.13
Observed warmth 2.1 2.1 0.1 0.274 3.9 0.12
Control 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.829 0.8 0.02
Monitoring` 3.7 3.7 0.0 0.925 -0.1 -0.01
Cognitive stimulation 24.3 23.8 0.5 0.258 2.1 0.13
Provision of safe play
environment 2.7 2.7 0.0 0.856 -0.5 -0.02
Parenting stress 1.8 1.8 0.0 0.995 0.0 0.00

Sample size 202 231

(continued)
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Table 6.3 (continued)

Program

Outcome Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

P-Value for

% Effect Difference

Impact Sizea Between Panelsb

Parent-child relations
Perceived positive quality 4.4 4.4 0.0 0.859 -0.3 -0.03

Perceived negative quality 2.6 2.5 0.1 0.411 3.9 0.11

Sample size 117 143

Educational aspirations and expectations
Parent aspiration 5.2 5.2 -0.1 0.565 -1.2 -0.06

Parent expectation 4.3 4.5 -0.2 0.115 -5.1 -0.16

Parent minimum standard 3.1 3.3 -0.3 ** 0.036 -8.2 -0.21

Sample size 200 231

Child perception of parent
expectation

Child should complete high school 4.4 4.5 -0.1 0.427 -3.0 -0.14

Child should attend college 4.1 4.5 -0.4 ** 0.020 -9.6 -0.40

Child should complete college 4.2 4.5 -0.3 0.154 -6.0 -0.24

Sample size 74 75

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment

characteristics of sample members.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are

indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * =10 percent.
The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: parent reported warmth: 1 (never) - 6

(many times each day); parenting stress: 1 (not at all true) - 5 (very true); observed warmth: 1 (never) - 3 (daily); monitoring: 1

(never) - 5 (always); control: 1 (never) - 6 (many times each day); cognitive stimulation for 6 to 12-year-olds: 12 (low

stimulation) - 36 (high stimulation); cognitive stimulation for 3 to 5-year-olds: 14 (low stimulation) - 40 (high stimulation); safe

play environment: 1 (unsafe) - 3 (completely safe); perceived relations: 1 (no) - 3 (yes); parent aspirations and expectations: 1

(some high school) - 6 (graduate/professional school); child perception of parent expectations: 1 (not sure) - 5 (very sure).

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
Sample sizes for program and control groups differ because of random sampling error and small differences in response

rates across different groups of children. Re-weighting the sample to account for this variation did not affect the estimates in a

meaningful way. Therefore, this table reports unweighted estimates.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard

deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,

even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of

the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered

statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as f f f = 1 percent, -ft = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.

`Sample sizes for this measure are as follows: for boys, the program group N is 145 and the control group N is 137; and

for girls, the program group N is 129 and the control group N is 151.
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Some Parents Have Different Concerns
for Boys Than for Girls

Jackie, a 35-year-old African-American woman, talked about how her four chil-
dren are doing in school, and her concerns and worries about her sons compared
with her daughters. Like the great majority of parents in the study, she is con-
cerned about her children's schooling, safety, and future lives. Jackie moved
from Milwaukee to the South Side of Chicago two years ago. She and the chil-
dren split their time between her in-laws' house and a house where Jackie's
brother and grandmother live. Jackie does not live with her husband because she
does not get along with his parents; his father is a minister and Jackie says he
dislikes her. Jackie has held two or three short-term jobs (vending at Brewer's
Stadium, for example) in Milwaukee, but hasn't worked since returning to Chi-
cago. She did not complete high school. As a parent, she tries hard to maintain
open communication with her kids. "My kids' friends always say, 'I wish my
mom was like you.' It's because I listen to them. So many kids just need some-
one to listen to them and give them some love."

She fears listening and love may not be enough, however. All of her children
live in a dangerous environment. She laments, "Not all places has gangs, but
[my neighborhood] . . . is infested with gangs and drugs and violence. My son, I
worry about him. He may be veering in the wrong direction. . . ." Nicko, her 16-
year -old son, has recently stopped attending school and periodically threatens to
move out of the house. Her teenage girls, on the other hand, are doing well. One
has recently been accepted into a gifted program at school.

Although finances are always strained, Jackie says that she will spend extra
money on Nicko, buying things like $100 gym shoes. She is worried that if she
doesn't do this for him, he will turn to gangs. She thinks that "it's different for
girls. But for boys, it's dangerous. [Gangs are] just full of older men who want
these young ones to do their dirty work. And they'll buy them things and give
them money." Given the realities of life in some of the New Hope neighbor-
hoods, minority males, for many reasons, are more likely to be involved in vio-
lence and gang activities.

V. Impacts on Child Care

Low-income families in Milwaukee qualified for a number of child care supports offered
by the county. New Hope participants who had at least one dependent child under age 13 and
worked at least 30 hours per week were able to choose any state-licensed or county-certified
child care provider, including providers of both preschool programs for young children and ex-
tended day programs for schoolchildren. For participants who worked but still qualified for
AFDC, the New Hope subsidies were similar to those available to families through the AFDC
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program. In the case of working participants who did not qualify for AFDC, the New Hope sub-

sidy was generous relative to the inadequately funded child care supports available to Control

group families.

Data from the core questionnaire enabled us to measure both whether parents chose to use

various formal or informal care arrangements between enrollment and the two-year survey and

the number of months such arrangements were used. For the purposes of the analysis, formal care

includes structured programs provided outside the home, such as Head Start; a preschool, nursery

school, or child care center other than Head Start; an "extended day" program, that is, before- or

after-school care at the child's regular school; or another child care program other than in some-

one's home. Informal care, on the other hand, includes care by a person other than a member of

the family and care by another member of the family.

As reported in Chapter 3, the New Hope treatment reduced significantly the out-of-pocket

cost for child care. At the point of the two-year survey, program group members paid about $25

less than control group members for child care in the prior month. Most of that difference was

accounted for by those working full time at random assignment, for whom the program-control
difference amounted to almost $70, a reduction in child care cost of about 50 percent.

The vignette below illustrates the ripple effect of affordable child care on subsequent job

stability and describes a proactive New Hope participant whose daily life fit with what New

Hope had to offer.

Provision of Child Care Leads to More
Stable Employment

Inez, a 23-year-old woman of Mexican descent, lives on the Southside with her
fiancé and her two young sons. Prior to being enrolled in New Hope she could
maintain a job for only a few months at a time: she would earn enough money
for her subsidized day care to end, but not enough money to pay for day care

on her own. Although she has had little formal training, she is bright and ar-
ticulate and has had no problem finding employment. But until New Hope
gave her day care that she could afford, she could never embark on a career.
Being the sole support for her two children only exacerbated the problem.

Inez also didn't enjoy being home; a feisty, independent woman, she chafed at
not being able to work full time. Thanks to the New Hope child care supple-
ment she was able to take and keep a full-time job with a car dealership. Her
sons are thriving in their day care and she sees herself staying with her job for
a long time. Her boss has already promoted her once and has told her that he
wants to train her to be a manager.

Inez told the president of the car dealership that he should provide on-site child

care. She thinks society gives single mothers like her two contradictory mes-
sages: you must work, but you also must take care of your children. How is she
supposed to do that, she says, unless either "they pay me more or give me
cheaper child care"? She thinks that all women can do what she has done, if
given the advantage of affordable care for their children.
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Owing to the administrative and funding constraints on child care for non-AFDC families
in the control group, we expected that program group members would be more likely to use for-
mal care. This in fact happened: significantly more program group children (58.6 versus 48.6
percent) spent some time in a formal care situation (Table 6.4). The proportion of program group
children who were in school-based extended day care was almost double that of controls (12.8
versus 7.0 percent). Center-based care was about 9 percentage points higher for program group
children.' Similar patterns emerge when child care use is defined by the amount of time used.

Interestingly, greater program group reliance on formal care did not lead to a corre-
sponding reduction in the use of home-based care arrangements. Program and control group chil-
dren did not differ significantly in either the incidence or the duration of home-based care use.

The ethnographic data suggest that some program group members as well as controls bal-
anced work against child care, educational goals, and other benefits, and chose to care for their
children at home. Families had specific views on what child care they would want. The vignette
on page 198 describes such a situation and the sometimes imperfect fit between what some par-
ticipants wanted from New Hope and what the program in fact offered.

Although significant program-control group differences in formal care use emerged for
both boys and girls, the type of formal program differed somewhat by gender (Table 6.5). For
boys, the most significant program effect was in the use of school-based extended day care.
Caregivers in program group families reported that 15.5 percent of boys were in extended day
care at some point between enrollment and the two-year interview, compared with only 7.2 per-
cent of boys in control group families, and they were in such care for longer periods of time.
These program impacts on the duration of extended day care use were significantly greater for
boys than girls.

The vignette on page 201 illustrates the use of extended after-school care. Lynnette is in
the control group, yet her situation could apply to many program group families as well..

For girls, the most striking program impact was for center-based enrollment. Girls in the
program group were significantly more likely than controls (39.4 versus 25.8 percent) to attend a
child care center program at some point and spent almost three times as much time (6.3 versus
2.4 months) in such a program. The latter difference was significantly larger than the corre-
sponding difference for boys.

A division based on children's gender proved much more powerful in distinguishing
among types of child care use than did a division based on parents' employment status at random
assignment. Although participants employed at random assignment took up the child care benefit
sooner and more universally, employment status at random assignment did little to distinguish
program impacts on type of care chosen (Appendix Table L6.1).

'All of these data on the incidence and duration of formal child care use CFS children as the base. While we
would have preferred to restrict analyses of a given type (particularly of preschool and nursery school use) to chil-
dren eligible for that mode, we lacked the necessary institutional data to do so.
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Table 6.4

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Child Care Outcomes for Children
in the Child and Family Study (CFS)

Outcome

Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference Impact

Effect

Sizea

Since random assignment, children
who were ever in: (%)

Formal care 58.6 48.6 10.0 *** 0.006 20.6 0.20

Head Start 17.8 18.1 -0.3 0.891 -1.5 0.00

Center-based care 38.2 28.9 9.3 ** 0.012 32.2 0.20

School-based extended day care 12.8 7.0 5.8 ** 0.015 82.7 0.20

Any other program 4.2 7.9 -3.8 * 0.061 -47.5 -0.16

Home-based careb 63.6 67.9 -4.3 0.309 -6.3 -0.09

By nonhousehold or nonfamily member 19.7 23.2 -3.6 0.309 -15.4 -0.09

By household or family member, not
primary caregiver 51.7 57.6 -5.9 0.180 -10.2 -0.12

Number of months spent in:
Formal care

Head Start 1.7 1.9 -0.3 0.378 -13.3 -0.05

Center-based care 6.0 3.2 2.8 *** 0.000 89.5 0.35

School-based extended day care 1.7 0.7 0.9 *** 0.008 124.6 0.21

Any other program 0.8 0.8 -0.1 0.888 -7.0 -0.01

Home-based careb
By nonhousehold or nonfamily member 1.9 1.7 0.2 0.713 9.4 0.03

By household or family member, not
primary caregiver 7.2 7.9 -0.8 0.357 -9.7 -0.08

Sample size 440 472

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment

characteristics of sample members.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance

levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the

standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the

full research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

bHome-based care includes both regulated and unregulated care in residential settings.
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Balancing Work, Education, and
the Care of Young Children

Some New Hope participants carefully considered work, benefits, child care op-
tions, and their personal circumstances and decided not to work at that point in
favor of caring for their children. Elizabeth also had specific notions about what
appropriate child care would be and these notions influenced what she decided
to do about it. Elizabeth's family consists of her boyfriend, Jaime, and three
young children. She has never held a job for more than a few weeks. She stays
home and Jaime works full time at a bottling company to support her and the
family. She signed up for New Hope hoping to get child care so she could have
the time to go back to school. However, Jaime's salary was above 200 percent of
the poverty line for a family of four, so they rarely got a supplement check.
When they did (because his hours dipped), it wasn't very much. After a few
months, Elizabeth says that she "got tired" of handing in Jaime's wage stubs and
receiving little or no supplement.

As Elizabeth was the New Hope participant, she had to go to work in order to
get child care. If she worked at least 30 hours a week, New Hope would support
10 hours a week of education. But Elizabeth and Jaime figured that at that pace
it would take Elizabeth "forever" to finish school. In addition, they were unable
to find any licensed child care options they were comfortable with. They did
find some child care centers they liked closer to their neighborhood, but they
were not licensed and New Hope could not pay for them. From Elizabeth and
Jaime's perspective, it didn't make sense for Elizabeth to work 30 hours a week
at a CSJ (which was a minimum wage job) if she could go to school for only 10
hours. The couple recognizes that for some people, getting a job may be very
important. But that isn't the case for Elizabeth given the fact that Jaime is
working and they have young children. Nonetheless, Elizabeth says that they are
still looking for some way to find the right kind of child care so that one of them
can finish school.

In their circumstances, Elizabeth actually could have worked 15 hours a week
and received child care benefits since Jaime was already working more than 30
hours. Elizabeth could only have received educational benefits if she had a CSJ
and if Jaime was not working 30 hours a week. Elizabeth wanted something
from New Hope that it was not designed to offer given their family and income
situation, and she was not completely clear regarding the New Hope rules. More
clarity on the rules and better program fit with participant goals might have met
this family's needs.
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Table 6.5

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Child Care Outcomes for Children
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Child's Gender

Outcome

Program Control
Group Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Since random assignment, children
who were ever in: (%)

Boys

Formal care 59.7 52.3 7.4 * 0.096 14.1 0.08 0.401
Head Start 21.0 19.7 1.3 0.727 6.4 0.03 0.288
Center-based care 36.8 31.9 4.9 0.285 15.3 0.10 0.140
School-based extended day care 15.5 7.2 8.3 *4.* 0.006 116.3 0.28 0.199
Any other program 4.2 8.5 -4.3 * 0.071 -51.0 -0.18 0.685

Home-based care' 62.9 66.3 -3.3 0.504 -5.0 -0.07 0.609
By nonhousehold or non-family member 18.1 25.0 -6.9 * 0.087 -27.6 -0.17 0.224
By household or family member, not
primary caregiver 50.4 55.5 -5.1 0.325 -9.2 -0.10 0.699

Number of months spent in:
Formal care

Head Start 2.1 2.1 0.0 0.936 1.8 0.01 0.243
Center-based care 5.5 4.0 1.6 * 0.052 39.9 0.20 0.023 ff
School-based extended day care 2.3 0.8 1.5 *4.* 0.003 191.2 0.35 0.037 ff
Any other program 0.7 0.8 -0.1 0.804 -11.3 -0.02 0.789

Home-based care`
By nonhousehold or nonfamily member 1.9 1.8 0.0 0.937 1.8 0.01 0.645
By household or family member, not
primary caregiver 7.4 7.5 -0.1 0.916 -1.5 -0.01 0.208

Sample size 241 231

Girls

Since random assignment, children
who were ever in: (%)

Formal care 57.2 44.7 * *12.5 0.007 27.9 0.25
Head Start 13.3 17.2 -3.9 0.245 -22.7 -0.10
Center-based care 39.4 25.8 .1, *13.6 0.003 52.9 0.29
School-based extended day care 10.0 6.8 3.2 0.246 47.5 0.11
Any other program 4.3 7.3 -3.0 0.210 -41.3 -0.13

Home-based care` 63.7 70.3 -6.7 0.193 -9.5 -0.14
By nonhousehold or nonfamily member 21.3 21.4 0.0 0.991 -0.2 0.00
By household or family member, not
primary caregiver 52.7 60.4 -7.7 0.148 -12.7 -0.15

r r_)
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Table 6.5 (continued)

Outcome

Program Control
Group Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference

Sizea Between Panelsb

Number of months spent in:
Formal care

Head Start 1.1 1.8 -0.7 0.128 -38.6 -0.15
Center-based care 6.3 2.4 3.9 *** 0.000 161.3 0.48
School-based extended day care 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.361 43.4 0.07
Any other program 0.9 0.8 0.1 0.897 7.8 0.02

Home-based care`
By nonhousehold or nonfamily member 1.9 1.6 0.3 0.529 21.7 0.07
By household or family member, not
primary caregiver 6.8 8.6 -1.8 * 0.091 -20.7 -0.18

Sample size 199 232

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are
indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

Sample sizes for program and control groups differ because of random sampling error and small differences inresponse rates
across different groups of children. Re-weighting the sample to account for this variation did not affect the estimates in a
meaningful way. Therefore, this table reports unweighted estimates.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels
of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is
considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as f tt = 1 percent, f = 5 percent, and
f = 10 percent.

Home-based care includes both regulated and unregulated care in residential settings.
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Use of Extended Day Care Has Helped Parents
Work Full Time or Flexible Time

Like so many parents everywhere and like so many in both the program and
control groups, Lynnette worries about who is caring for her 6-year-old son,
Mark, while she is at work. She specifically focused on supplemental or after-
school care as having helped her out. Lynnette, an African-American woman,
lives with Mark, her fiancé, and her fiancé's younger brother. She is a control
group parent who did not specifically use day care support. Her situation illus-
trates how control group families (and many program group families as well)
used a variety of ways to provide child care for their children that supplements
family care after school. Her son's father is incarcerated for his involvement in a
gang shooting. Lynnette took college courses for one year and then dropped out.
Her employment history has been sporadic and varied she has worked at
Kinko's and Burger King and as a nanny-babysitter. Recently she was hired full
time by the trucking firm for which she had been temping. She works in the ac-
counting department.

As a single mother returning to work after the birth of her son, she had no choice
but to leave him in the care of someone else. Before Mark entered school she
relied on a network of close friends and family to care for him while she
worked. She said that she never considered putting him in a child care program
since, from her perspective, "it doesn't matter what you call it, it's still `stranger
care.'" Similarly, now that her son is in first grade she does not think that or-
ganizations that provide after-school programs are safe for children. "Boys and
girls, that's all there is no supervision."

However, last year when Mark was in kindergarten his school instituted an after-
school program, run by teachers whom Lynnette knew, in the school library.
Consequently, Lynnette was comfortable leaving her son in what she considered
a familiar and well-supervised program. The program focused on school skills as
well as play activities. Her only complaint about the program was that they did
not offer the children a snack. Lynnette was disappointed that the program was
terminated for lack of funding after a few months.

Lynnette said that while Mark was attending the after-school program he mas-
tered the alphabet and then learned to read, which put him ahead of most stu-
dents in his class. Even a year later Mark says that he is doing well in school. As
he had put it: "I am better than everyone else." His mother explained that he has
scored higher on the school district reading tests than any other student in his
class.
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Although New Hope affected both the type and rate of child care use, contrary to our ex-
pectations it had no effect on the perceived quality of child care used or parents' feelings toward
that care. There were no significant differences between program and control group families in
the adult-to-child ratio in child care, nor were program group parents more likely to put their
children in licensed facilities (results not shown). Program and control group members reported
similar levels of satisfaction with the quality of their children's care (results not shown). Thus,
New Hope affected child care much in the ways anticipated. It reduced the cost for program
group families, especially for those parents who were working full time at random assignment.
By making formal programs more affordable in practice and thus more accessible, it increased
the use of formal day care. Parents, however, had clear gender preferences about the type of for-
mal care used; they expanded their use of extended day care for boys and center-based care for
girls.

VI. Impacts on Child Activities

Both parents and focal children were asked about the latter's time use and out-of-school
activities. Respondents were asked about the frequency with which the focal child performed
household chores, cared for siblings, participated in various activities outside school (sports, les-
sons, clubs or youth groups), and watched television. Parents were asked about 6-to-12-year-old
children's participation in organized activities during the last year; children aged 9-12 were asked
about these activities during the past year and the past week. 25

New Hope had no effect on children's involvement in domestic work or sibling care or on
the frequency with which children engaged in activities with the primary caregiver or another
adult. Nor did it affect the amount of time children reportedly spent watching television during
the weekday or the number of educational programs they watched (Sesame Street, Mister
Rogers' Neighborhood, Barney and Friends). Children in program group families reportedly
spent more time watching television on weekends than children in control group families (Table
6.6).

New Hope affected children's involvement in out-of-school activities in ways consistent
with our expectations. Parental reports indicated that program group children aged 9-12 partici-
pated in organized activities outside school significantly more often during the past year than did
control group children. The largest difference between the two groups was the frequency with
which children aged 6-12 took lessons to improve their skill level in various activities, excluding
sports (Table 6.10).

New Hope's effects on children's activities differed somewhat for boys and girls, as re-
vealed by analyses of parent and child reports by child's gender (Tables 6.7, 6.8, 6.11, and 6.12).
Program group girls went shopping more often than control group girls (and all girls more than
program group boys). Program group boys, as reported by their parents, participated in'activities
at recreational or community centers more frequently than control group boys (and all boys more
than all girls). New Hope increased some boys' and girls' participation in clubs and youth
groups.

'Measures of children's activity and time use were adapted from Timmer et al., 1985.
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Table 6.6

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Child Activities and Time Use for Children
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Child's Age

Outcome

Program Control
Group Group

P-Value for

Difference Difference
%

Impact

Effect

Sizea

Chores
Parent report

Weekly frequency of cleaning up
and making bed (ages 3-5) 3.9 4.0 -0.1 0.451 -3.3 -0.10

Sample size 162 166

Average weekly frequency
of total chores (ages 6-12) 2.6 2.7 -0.1 0.158 -4.4 -0.13

Sample size 274 285

Child report (ages 9-12)
Sibling care 2.2 2.4 -0.2 0.327 -6.9 -0.14

Average weekly frequency of chores,
excluding sibling care 2.4 2.4 0.1 0.415 2.4 0.09

Sample size 151 137

Activities with adult in past week
Child report (ages 9-12)

Go shopping 1.9 1.8 0.1 0.268 5.8 0.13

Do homework 2.2 2.3 0.0 0.864 -1.5 -0.03

Go to church 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.883 0.7 -0.01

Play outdoor games 1.9 1.9 -0.1 0.680 -2.9 -0.06

Play indoor games 1.9 2.0 -0.1 0.426 -5.3 -0.11

Average frequency of total activities with adult 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.872 -0.9 -0.03

Sample size 151 137

Television viewing
Parent report

Weekday TV (hours) 7.6 7.4 0.2 0.148 2.7 0.07

Weekend TV (hours) 6.3 5.9 0.4 *** 0.003 6.6 0.18

Sample size 447 466

Number of educational programs (ages 3-5) 2.3 2.5 -0.1 0.220 -5.9 -0.16

Sample size 164 168

267
-203-

(continued)



Table 6.6 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance
levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: parent weekly chores
frequency: 1 (never) - 4 (daily); child weekly chores frequency: 1 (never) - 4 (daily); child weekly activity frequency
(ages 9-12): 1(never) - 4 (daily).

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full
research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
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Table 6.7

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Child Activities and Time Use for Boys
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Child's Age

Outcome

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference

Group Group Difference Difference Impact Sizea Between Panelsb

Chores
Parent report

Weekly frequency of cleaning up
and making bed (ages 3-5) 3.8 4.0

Sample size 93 88

Average weekly frequency
of total chores (ages 6-12) 2.6 2.8

Sample size 143 136

Child report (ages 9-12)
Sibling care 2.2 2.1

Average weekly frequency of chores,
excluding sibling care 2.4 2.3

Sample size 76 62

Activities with adult in past week
Child report (ages 9-12)

Go shopping
Do homework
Go to church
Play outdoor games
Play indoor games

Average frequency of total activities
with adult

Sample size

1.7 1.9

2.2 2.1

1.6 1.7

1.9 1.8

1.8 1.8

1.9 1.8

76 62

Television viewing
Parent report

Weekday TV (hours) 7.7 7.3
Weekend TV (hours) 6.3 5.8

Sample size 243 232

Number of educational programs (ages 3-5) 2.2 2.5

Sample size 93 89

- 53 --:205-

-0.2 0.415 -4.5 -0.14 0.734

-0.1 0.221 -5.2 -0.16 0.779

0.1 0.764 2.9 0.05 0.266

0.1 0.311 4.9 0.18 0.450

-0.1 0.436 -6.5 -0.15 0.049 ft
0.1 0.642 5.1 0.09 0.384

-0.1 0.657 -4.3 -0.08 0.539
0.2 0.431 8.4 0.16 0.191
0.0 0.834 2.1 0.04 0.284

0.0 0.870 1.0 0.03 0.697

0.4 0.165 5.2 0.13 0.318
0.5 ** 0.019 8.3 0.23 0.624

-0.2 0.198 -8.9 -0.23 0.535
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Table 6.7 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-randomassignment characteristics
of sample members.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are
indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: parent weekly chores frequency: 1
(never) - 4 (daily); child weekly chores frequency: 1 (never) - 4 (daily); child weekly activity frequency (ages 9-12): 1(never) -
4 (daily).

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
Sample sizes for program and control groups differ because of random sampling error and small differences in response

rates across different groups of children. Re-weighting the sample to account for this variation did not affect the estimates in a
meaningful way. Therefore, this table reports unweighted estimates.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for the different subgroups in thistable (boys) and

Table 6.8 (girls) were significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in
impacts across different subgroups of these tables is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10
percent, the variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as IV = 1
percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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Table 6.8

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Child Activities and Time Use for Girls
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Child's Age

Outcome

Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference Impact

Effect

Size

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Chores
Parent report

Weekly frequency of cleaning up
and making up bed (ages 3-5) 3.9 4.0 -0.1 0.712 -2.0 -0.06 0.734

Sample size 69 78

Average weekly frequency of
total chores (ages 6-12) 2.6 2.7 -0.1 0.412 -3.7 -0.11 0.779

Sample size 131 149

Child report (ages 9-12)
Sibling care 2.3 2.6 -0.3 0.196 -10.5 -0.23 0.266
Average weekly frequency of chores,
excluding sibling care 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.958 -0.2 -0.01 0.450

Sample size 75 75

Activities with adult in past week
Child report (ages 9-12)

Go shopping 2.1 1.8 0.3 ** 0.037 16.2 0.35 0.049 11
Do homework 2.3 2.4 -0.1 0.463 -6.1 -0.12 0.384

Go to church 1.8 1.7 0.1 0.680 3.9 0.07 0.539

Play outdoor games 1.8 2.0 -0.2 0.273 -8.4 -0.18 0.191

Play indoor games 1.9 2.1 -0.2 0.189 -10.4 -0.23 0.284

Average frequency of total activities
with adult 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.674 -1.8 -0.06 0.697

Sample size 75 75

Television viewing
Parent report

Weekday TV (hours) 7.6 7.5 0.0 0.950 0.2 0.01 0.318
Weekend TV (hours) 6.3 5.9 0.3 * 0.084 5.9 0.16 0.624

Sample size 204 234

Number of educational programs (ages 3-5) 2.4 2.5 -0.1 0.560 3.5 -0.09 0.535

Sample size 71 79
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Table 6.8 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of
sample members.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are
indicated as * * * = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: parent weekly chores frequency: 1 (never) - 4
(daily); child weekly chores frequency: 1 (never) - 4 (daily); child weekly activity frequency (ages 9-12): 1(never) - 4 (daily).

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
Sample sizes for program and control groups differ because of random sampling error and small differences inresponse rates

across different groups of children. Re-weighting the sample to account for this variation did not affect the estimates in a meaningful
way. Therefore, this table reports unweighted estimates.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample, even
if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for the different subgroups in this table (girls) and Table

6.7 (boys) were significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts
across different subgroups of these tables is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the
variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ff f = 1 percent, ft = 5
percent, and f = 10 percent.
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Table 6.9

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Child Activities and Time Use for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Parent's Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment and Child's Age

Outcome

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference

Group Group Difference Difference Impact Sizea Between Panelb

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Chores
Parent report

Weekly frequency of cleaning up
and making up bed (ages 3-5) 3.8 3.9 -0.1 0.634 -3.5 -0.10 0.981

Sample size 57 44

Average weekly frequency of
total chores (ages 6-12) 2.5 2.8 -0.3 ** 0.040 -11.6 -0.36 0.070 t

Sample size 88 76

Child report (ages 9-12)
Sibling care 2.2 2.4 -0.2 0.491 -9.7 -0.20 0.736

Average weekly frequency of chores,
excluding sibling care 2.5 2.4 0.1 0.521 4.4 0.17 0.584

Sample size 45 36

Activities with adult in past week
Child report (ages 9-12)

Go shopping 2.0 1.9 0.0 0.912 1.5 0.04 0.897

Do homework 2.4 2.2 0.2 0.654 8.0 0.15 0.501

Go to church 2.0 1.8 0.2 0.415 11.1 0.22 0.254

Play outdoor games 2.1 1.8 0.3 0.143 19.6 0.36 0.048 tt
Play indoor games 1.9 1.9 0.1 0.845 3.4 0.07 0.406

Average frequency of total activities
with adult 2.1 1.9 0.2 0.196 8.5 0.29 0.091 t

Sample size 45 36

Television viewing
Parent report

Weekday TV (hours) 7.4 7.2 0.1 0.694 1.8 0.05 0.569
Weekend TV (hours) 6.1 5.8 0.2 0.401 4.3 0.12 0.248

Sample size 152 127

Number of educational programs (ages 3-5) 2.5 2.6 -0.1 0.369 -4.7 -0.13 0.989

Sample size 58 44
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Table 6.9 (continued)

Outcome

Program Control P-Value for
Group Group Difference Difference Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference

Sizes Between Panel')

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Chores
Parent report

Weekly frequency of cleaning up
and making up bed (ages 3-5) 3.9 4.0 -0.1 0.429 -3.5 -0.11

Sample size 105 121

Average weekly frequency of
total chores (ages 6-12) 2.7 2.7 0.0 0.881 -0.6 -0.02

Sample size 186 209

Child report (ages 9-12)
Sibling care 2.2 2.3 -0.1 0.511 -4.7 -0.09
Average weekly frequency of chores,
excluding sibling care 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.945 0.3 0.01

Sample size 106 101

Activities with adult in past week
Child report (ages 9-12)

Go shopping 1.9 1.8 0.1 0.611 3.4 0.07
Do homework 2.2 2.2 -0.1 0.771 -2.3 -0.04
Go to church 1.6 1.7 -0.1 0.365 -6.8 -0.13
Play outdoor games 1.8 2.0 -0.2 0.157 -11.0 -0.23
Play indoor games 1.8 2.0 -0.2 0.217 -8.8 -0.18

Average frequency of total activities
with adult 1.8 1.9 -0.1 0.235 -5.2 -0.18

Sample size 106 101

Television viewing
Parent report

Weekday TV (hours) 7.7 7.3 0.4 0.190 4.9 0.13
Weekend TV (hours) 6.3 5.7 0.6 *** 0.002 10.6 0.28

Sample size 299 348

Number of educational programs (ages 3-5) 2.3 2.4 -0.1 0.433 -5.0 -0.13

Sample size 106 123

(continued)
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Table 6.9'(continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of
sample members.

A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are
indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: parent weekly chores frequency: 1 (never) -
4 (daily); child weekly chores frequency: 1 (never) - 4 (daily); child weekly activity frequency (ages 9-12): 1(never) - 4 (daily).

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample, even
if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impactsacross different panels of the
table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent, fit = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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Table 6.10

The New Hope Project

Additional Two-Year Impacts on Child Activities and Time Use for Children
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Child's Age

Outcome

Program

Group

Control

Group

P-Value for

Difference Difference
%

Impact

Effect

Sizea

Activities outside school in past week
Child report (ages 9-12), % engaging in activity

Play sports without coach 90.0 85.6 4.4 0.288 5.1 0.13
Take lessons 53.3 53.7 -0.4 0.980 -0.8 0.00
Play sports or take lessons with coach 52.5 60.2 -7.7 0.161 -12.7 -0.15
Go to religion classes 49.9 49.7 0.2 0.951 0.5 0.00
Go to clubs or youth groups 40.6 30.7 9.8 * 0.086 32.0 0.20
Go to recreational or community center 53.3 49.9 3.4 0.600 6.8 0.07

Average frequency of total organized activities 2.5 2.4 0.0 0.834 1.5 0.03

Sample size 151 137

Child report (ages 9-12)
Do homework 2.6 2.7 0.0 0.905 -1.1 -0.02
Read book or newspaper 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.846 -1.8 -0.04
Play sports without coach 2.5 2.4 0.1 0.366 5.4 0.12
Take lessons 1.7 1.6 0.1 0.500 4.5 0.07
Play sports or take lessons with coach 1.7 1.8 -0.1 0.420 -5.2 0.09
Go to religion classes 1.5 1.4 0.0 0.808 2.3 0.04
Go to clubs or youth groups 1.4 1.2 0.2 ** 0.021 17.8 0.29
Go to recreational or community center 1.6 1.6 0.0 0.790 2.7 0.04

Average frequency of total organized activities 1.6 1.5 0.1 0.490 3.4 0.09

Sample size 150 137

Activities in past year
Parent report (ages 6-12)

Do homework 4.0 4.2 -0.2 0.166 -3.7 -0.14
Read book or newspaper 4.6 4.6 -0.1 0.382 -1.7 -0.09
Play sports without coach 3.7 3.5 0.2 0.307 4.4 0.11
Take lessons 2.4 2.1 **0.3 0.032 13.2 0.20
Play sports or take lessons with coach 2.3 2.2 0.1 0.356 6.1 0.09
Go to religion classes 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.846 0.1 0.02
Go to clubs or youth groups 2.0 1.9 0.1 0.370 6.1 0.09
Go to recreational or community center 2.3 2.2 0.1 0.463 4.7 0.07

Sample size 274 285

Average frequency of total organized activities
Ages 6-8 2.1 2.1 0.0 0.819 1.1 0.03

Sample size 109 138

Ages 9-12 2.6 2.3 0.3 ** 0.016 11.1 0.30

Sample size 153 145

Ages 6-12 2.4 2.2 0.1 0.127 5.8 0.15

Sample size 274 285
(continued)
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Table 6.10 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment

characteristics of sample members.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels

are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: child past week activity frequency

(ages 9-12): 1 (never) - 4 (daily); parent past year activity frequency: 1 (never) - 5 (daily); child past year activity

frequency: 0-100.
aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the

standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full

research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
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Table 6.11

The New Hope Project

Additional Two-Year Impacts on Child Activities and Time Use for Boys
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Child's Age

Outcome
Program Control

Group Group

Activities outside school in past week
Child report (ages 9-12), % engaging in activity

Play sports without coach 95.6 85.7
Take lessons 47.2 47.7
Play sports or take lessons with coach 57.7 69.6
Go to religion classes 47.0 50.1
Go to clubs or youth groups 42.5 23.1
Go to recreational or community center 63.4 47.1

Average frequency of total organized activities 2.6 2.4

Sample size 76 62

Child report (ages 9-12)
Do homework 2.6 2.5
Read book or newspaper 2.2 2.3
Play sports without coach 2.7 2.6
Take lessons 1.6 1.5
Play sports or take lessons with coach 1.9 1.9
Go to religion classes 1.5 1.5
Go to clubs or youth groups 1.5 1.3
Go to recreational or community center 1.8 1.7

Average frequency of total organized activities 1.7 1.6

Sample size 76 62

Activities in past year
Parent report (ages 6-12)

Do homework 4.4 4.6
Read book or newspaper 4.0 4.1
Play sports without coach 4.0 3.7
Take lessons 2.2 2.0
Play sports or take lessons with coach 2.4 2.3
Go to religion classes 2.7 2.7
Go to clubs or youth groups 2.1 1.8
Go to recreational or community center 2.5 2.1

Sample size 143 136

Average frequency of total organized activities
Ages 6-8 2.2 2.0

Sample size 63 68

Ages 9-12 2.5 2.3

Sample size 74 68

Ages 6-12 2.4 2.2

Sample size 143 136

-214-

P-Value for %

Difference Difference Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels'

9.9 * 0.058 11.6 0.30 0.233
-0.5 0.956 -1.1 -0.01 0.977

-11.8 0.152 -17.0 -0.24 0.641
-3.1 0.736 -6.3 -0.06 0.460
19.3 ** 0.030 83.5 0.40 0.179
16.3 * 0.081 34.5 0.32 0.043 tt
0.2 0.434 8.3 0.14 0.441

0.0 0.960 0.5 0.01 0.755
-0.1 0.565 -5.4 -0.12 0.596
0.1 0.593 4.1 0.10 0.981
0.1 0.334 10.2 0.15 0.499
0.0 0.931 -0.9 -0.02 0.382

-0.1 0.711 -3.5 -0.07 0.390
0.2 0.130 16.6 0.28 0.717
0.2 0.358 10.2 0.17 0.259

0.1 0.341 5.7 0.16 0.531

-0.1 0.634 -2.4 -0.13 0.633
-0.1 0.396 -1.7 -0.06 0.401
0.3 * 0.096 8.0 0.21 0.323
0.3 0.177 12.8 0.18 0.599
0.2 0.328 8.2 0.13 0.800
0.0 0.905 0.8 0.02 0.615
0.4 ** 0.033 20.9 0.29 0.065 t
0.3 * 0.069 16.1 0.24 0.069 t

0.2 0.200 9.9 0.24 0.232

0.2 0.135 10.6 0.29 0.920

0.2 ** 0.048 10.6 0.27 0.382

(continued)
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Table 6.11 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of

sample members.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are

indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: child past week activity frequency (ages 9-

12): 1 (never) - 4 (daily); parent past year activity frequency: 1 (never) - 5 (daily); child past year activity frequency: 0-100.
Sample sizes for program and control groups differ because of random sampling error and small differences in response rates

across different groups of children. Re- weighting the sample to account for this variation did not affect the estimates in a
meaningful way. Therefore, this table reports unweighted estimates.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups.combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample, even
if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for the different subgroups in this table (boys) and
Table 6.12 (girls) were significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in
impacts across different subgroups of these tables is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent,
the variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ill = 1 percent, 11- = 5
percent, and t = 10 percent.
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Table 6.12

The New Hope Project

Additional Two-Year Impacts on Child Activities and Time Use for Girls
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Child's Age

Outcome
Program Control
Group Group

P-Value for
Difference Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference
Sizea Between Panelsb

Activities outside school in past week
Child report (ages 9-12), % engaging in activity

Play sports without coach 85.2 85.1 0.1 0.985 0.1 0.00 0.233
Take lessons 59.0 59.1 -0.2 0.983 -0.3 0.00 0.977
Play sports or take lessons with coach 46.5 52.7 -6.1 0.486 -11.7 -0.12 0.641
Go to religion classes 54.1 48.1 6.0 0.456 12.5 0.12 0.460
Go to clubs or youth groups 39.8 36.8 3.1 0.707 8.4 0.06 0.179
Go to recreational or community center 43.7 52.8 -9.1 0.294 -17.2 -0.18 0.043 ff

Average frequency of total organized activities 2.4 2.5 -0.1 0.725 -3.4 -0.06 0.441

Sample size 75 75

Child report (ages 9-12)
Do homework 2.7 2.8 -0.1 0.712 -3.1 -0.07 0.755
Read book or newspaper 2.6 2.6 0.0 0.924 0.7 0.02 0.596
Play sports without coach 2.3 2.3 0.1 0.556 4.4 0.09 0.981
Take lessons 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.926 -1.0 -0.02 0.499
Play sports or take lessons with coach 1.5 1.8 -0.2 0.165 -13.4 -0.23 0.382
Go to religion classes 1.4 1.3 0.1 0.403 8.5 0.15 0.390
Go to clubs or youth groups 1.4 1.2 0.3 ** 0.035 23.9 0.37 0.717
Go to recreational or community center 1.4 1.5 -0.1 0.482 -7.4 -0.12 0.259

Average frequency of total organized activities 1.5 1.5 0.0 0.987 0.1 0.00 0.531

Sample size 74 75

Activities in past year
Parent report (ages 6-12)

Do homework 4.1 4.3 -0.2 0.104 -5.4 -0.21 0.401
Read book or newspaper 4.7 4.7 0.0 0.640 -0.8 -0.05 0.633
Play sports without coach 3.4 3.3 0.0 0.827 1.3 0.03 0.323
Take lessons 2.6 2.3 0.4 ** 0.038 16.8 0.27 0.599
Play sports or take lessons with coach 2.2 2.1 0.1 0.493 5.8 0.09 0.800
Go to religion classes 2.9 2.7 0.1 0.430 5.1 0.10 0.615
Go to clubs or youth groups 1.9 2.0 0.0 0.770 -2.4 -0.04 0.065 t
Go to recreational or community center 2.2 2.3 -0.1 0.582 -4.3 -0.07 0.069 t

Sample size 131, 149

Average frequency of total organized activities
Ages 6-8 2.1 2.2 -0.1 0.701 -2.7 -0.07 0.232

Sample size 46 70

Ages 9-12 2.6 2.3 0.3 * 0.063 11.2 0.31 0.920

Sample size 79 77

Ages 6-12 2.4 2.3 0.1 0.318 4.5 0.12 0.382

Sample size 131 149

(continued)
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Table 6.12 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of

sample members.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are

indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: child past week activity frequency (ages 9-

12): 1 (never) - 4 (daily); parent past year activity frequency: 1 (never) - 5 (daily); child past year activity frequency: 0-100.

Sample sizes for program and control groups differ because ofrandom sampling error and small differences in response rates

across different groups of children. Re-weighting the sample to account for this variation did not affect the estimates in a

meaningful way. Therefore, this table reports unweighted estimates.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard

deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample, even

if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for the different subgroups in this table (girls) and

Table 6.11 (boys) were significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in

impacts across different subgroups of these tables is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent,

the variation in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent, tt = 5

percent, and t = 10 percent.
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In line with the parenting effects reported earlier, parents' employment status at random
assignment proved to be a significant moderator of New Hope's effects on children's activities.
In general, New Hope was more effective in increasing children's participation in out-of-school
activities (involvement in activities at recreational or community centers) if parents were em-
ployed, full time at random assignment than if they were not (Tables 6.9 and 6.13).

In sum, program group children spent more time in formal, structured activities away
from home than control group children. However, effects depended on gender, the time period
referenced in the question, and whether the informant was the parent or the child. Importantly,
New Hope had more robust effects and positively affected participation in a broader range of ac-
tivities among children whose parents were employed full time at random assignment. The rea-
son for the latter pattern of effects is unclear. It cannot be attributed to increased income because
New Hope did not increase earnings and employment among those employed full time at random
assignment (see Appendix Table L4.1). The concentration of effects on activities among those
children whose parents were employed full time at random assignment also does not appear at-
tributable to increased time in formal child care settings, as employment status at random as-
signment was largely unrelated to program impacts on type of child care chosen.

VII. Summary

Not surprisingly, theory envisions that a program such as New Hope might have many
more impacts on family process than in fact emerged from the two-year data analysis. The mod-
est and selective nature of program effects on work hours and family income probably accounts
for much of the gap, since many of the anticipated effects assumed substantial changes in work
hours and family income. By and large, program and control group families alike cobbled to-
gether work opportunities and other supports already available in the Milwaukee area to meet
their subsistence needs, although few lived comfortably.

Nevertheless, a number of important program impacts on family dynamics were found
impacts that could well affect children's achievement and behavior. Most striking is that New
Hope's child care subsidies made formal care programs more affordable and stimulated their use
by program group families. Although the program led to increased formal care for both genders,
it had somewhat larger impacts on use of extended day care for boys and on center-based care for
girls.

More generally, children in New Hope families spent more time in formal, structured ac-
tivities away from home than did children in control group families. This may be beneficial for
children's behavior and achievement, particularly in light of the often-dangerous neighborhood
environments that influence children's home-based activities.

Program impacts for those employed full time at random assignment were significantly
more positive on parent-reported warmth and parent-reported monitoring of children's activities
than for those not employed full time. The frequency of total organized activities outside of
school in the last week, as reported by the child, and in the last year, as reported by the parents,
were also higher for children whose parents were employed full time at random assignment (see
Table 6.13). There are many reasons to suppose that warmer and more frequent contact with par-
ents and other adults will benefit children.



Table 6.13

The New Hope Project

Additional Two-Year Impacts on Child Activities and Time Use for Children in the
Study (CFS), by Parent's Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Child and Family
and Child's Age

Outcome

P-Value for

Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference
Group Group Difference Difference Impact Sizea Between Panelsb

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Activities outside of school in past week
Child report (ages 9-12), % engaging in activity

Play sports without coach 84.4 83.5 0.8 .983 1.0 0.03

Take lessons 48.5 59.8 -11.3 .386 -18.9 -0.23

Play sports or take lessons with coach 57.9 55.7 2.3 .794 4.0 0.05

Go to religion classes 55.0 44.0 11.0 .364 24.9 0.22

Go to clubs or youth groups 43.0 19.3 23.7 ** .036 122.4 0.49

Go to recreational or community center 44.4 39.7 4.8 .696 12.0 0.10

Average frequency of total organized activities 2.5 2.2 0.3 .375 13.9 0.21

Sample size 45 36

Child report (ages 9-12)
Do homework 2.6 3.0 -0.5 .181 -15.0 -0.37

Read book or newspaper 2.6 2.6 0.0 .909 0.8 0.02

Play sports without coach 2.3 2.3 0.0 .948 0.8 0.02

Take lessons 1.7 1.8 -0.1 .888 -3.0 -0.05

Play sports or take lessons with coach 1.9 1.6 0.4 .151 24.5 0.37

Go to religion classes 1.6 1.4 0.2 .381 14.5 0.26

Go to clubs or youth groups 1.5 1.3 0.3 .223 21.1 0.35

Go to recreational or community center 1.7 1.3 0.4 * .056 33.2 0.43

Average frequency of total organized activities 1.7 1.5 0.2 * .074 15.9 0.42

Sample size 45 36

Activities participated in last year
Parent report (ages 6-12)

Do homework 4.2 4.3 -0.1 .486 -3.0 -0.12

Read book or newspaper 4.6 4.6 0.1 .666 1.1 0.06

Play sports without coach 3.8 3.3 0.5 .057 14.1 0.32

Take lessons 2.5 2.3 0.2 .358 10.3 0.17

Play sports or take lessons with coach 2.4 2.1 0.3 .334 13.2 0.20

Go to religion classes 2.8 2.6 0.2 .481 7.6 0.15

Go to clubs or youth groups 2.0 1.5 **0.5 .026 30.6 0.36

Go to recreational or community center 2.4 2.0 0.4 .112 19.5 0.27

Sample size 88 76

Average frequency of total organized activities
Ages 6-8 2.4 1.9 0.4 ** .019 23.5 0.53

Sample size 39 40

Ages 9-12 2.5 2.3 0.3 .314 11.3 0.31

Sample size 49 35

Ages 6 -12 2.4 2.1 0.3 ** .035 15.0 0.37

Sample size 88 76
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Table 6.13 (continued)

Outcome

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference
Group Group Difference Difference Impact Size° Between Panelsb

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Activities outside of school in past week
Child report (ages 9-12), % engaging in activity

Play sports without coach 91.8 86.9 4.9 .296 5.7 0.15
Take lessons 54.8 51.6 3.2 .671 6.2 0.06
Play sports or take lessons with coach 51.6 60.8 -9.3 .192 -15.2 -0.19
Go to religion classes 48.9 51.1 -2.2 .767 -4.3 -0.04
Go to clubs or youth groups 40.1 34.8 5.2 .483 15.0 0.11
Go to recreational or community center 56.0 54.7 1.3 .862 2.3 0.03

Average frequency of total organized activities 2.5 2.5 0.0 .836 -1.7 -0.03

Sample size 105 101

Child report (ages 9-12)
Do homework 2.6 2.6 0.1 .710 2.7 0.06
Read book or newspaper 2.3 2.4 0.0 .806 -1.7 -0.04
Play sports without coach 2.6 2.4 0.1 .345 5.8 0.14
Take lessons 1.7 1.5 0.1 .341 8.8 0.14
Play sports or take lessons with coach 1.6 1.9 -0.3 * .085 -13.8 -0.26
Go to religion classes 1.4 1.4 0.0 .712 -2.8 -0.05
Go to clubs or youth groups 1.4 1.2 0.2 ** .041 17.4 0.28
Go to recreational or community center 1.6 1.7 -0.1 .528 -5.3 -0.09

Average frequency of total organized activities 1.6 1.6 0.0 .907 -0.6 -0.02

Sample size 106 101

Activities participated in last year
Parent report (ages 6-12)

Do homework 4.0 4.1 -0.1 .327 -3.3 -0.12
Read book or newspaper 4.6 4.7 -0.1 .269 -2.2 -0.12
Play sports without coach 3.6 3.6 0.0 .907 -0.5 -0.01
Take lessons 2.4 2.1 0.3 .078 13.7 0.20
Play sports or take lessons with coach 2.3 2.2 0.0 .825 1.6 0.02
Go to religion classes 2.8 2.8 0.0 .975 -0.1 0.00
Go to clubs or youth groups 2.0 2.0 0.0 .894 -1.0 -0.02
Go to recreational or community center 2.3 2.3 0.0 .928 -0.6 -0.01

Sample size 186 209

Average frequency of total organized activities
Ages 6-8 2.0 2.2 -0.2 .181 -8.5 -0.22

Sample size 68 96

Ages 9-12 2.6 2.3 0.3 ** .045 11.2 0.31

Sample size 103 111

Ages 6-12 2.3 2.3 0.1 .617 2.4 0.06

Sample size 186 209

(continued)
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Table 6.13 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics

of sample members.
A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are

indicated as * = 10 percent, ** = 5 percent, and *** = 1 percent.
The following scales describe how responses to specific questions were measured: child past week activity frequency (ages 9

12): 1 (never) - 4 (daily); parent past year activity frequency: 1 (never) - 5 (daily); child past year activity frequency: 0-100.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as aproportion of the standard

deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,

even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of

the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, this variation in impacts is considered

statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as trt = 1 percent, f f = 5 percent, -f* = 10 percent.
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Chapter.?

New Hope's Effects on Children
in the Child and Family Study Sample

In this chapter, we examine child outcomes in three major domains education and as-
pirations, sense of competence and well-being, and social behavior by comparing children in
the program and control group families. Impacts on boys and girls are examined separately be-
cause there are often gender differences for the outcomes of interest and because there were some
gender differences in the impacts of New Hope on child care experiences (see Chapter 6). Simi-
larly, children whose parents were or were not employed full time at random assignment are ex-
amined separately (Appendix Tables L7.1, L7.2, and L7.3) because the economic and parenting
impacts of the New Hope program were different for these two groups (see Chapters 4-6).

The chapter begins with a synopsis of the major findings, followed by more detailed de-
scriptions of the impacts on child outcomes and an explanation of how the outcomes came about.
In the final section, some implications for policy are presented.

I. Key Findings

Teachers reported higher levels of academic achievement and higher levels of
positive social behaviors (social competence, compliance, and autonomy) for
New Hope children than for control group children.

Program impacts were larger and more consistently positive for boys than for
girls. According to teachers' reports, boys in program group families had
higher achievement, better classroom behavior skills (working independently,
following classroom rules, making transitions), more positive behavior, and
fewer behavior and discipline problems than boys in control group families.
Parents in program group families also reported higher levels of positive so-
cial behavior for their sons. These effects were large and reliable.

Boys in New Hope families had higher aspirations and expectations for their
future occupations and for advanced education than boys in control group
families. The patterns of children's aspirations corresponded to those ex-
pressed by their parents.

There were few program effects for girls.

The greater impacts on boys are understood in light of boys' greater risk of
academic and behavior problems in the elementary years. Parents were con-
cerned about boys' vulnerability to gangs and antisocial behavior, and they
may have used the additional resources provided by New Hope to purchase
extended day care and other activities that provided supervision and learning
experiences.

6



Program group impacts occurred for children whose parents had been em-
ployed full time at random assignment and for those whose parents had not,
but impacts on school performance, school progress, and positive social be-
havior were slightly larger for the latter group.

II. Conceptual Model

The conceptual model for predicting child outcomes is shown in Figure 7.1, an expansion
of one portion of the model in Chapter 1 (Figure 1.4). Three aspects of the New Hope program
might be expected to affect children's experiences within and outside the family: changes in in-

come, and material resources, parents' employment, and funding for child care. These features of
New Hope were expected to affect the nature of the home environment, parenting, the type and
quality of child care, and children's time use and activities.

Family income. Family income is correlated with children's intellectual and academic
achievement, positive social behavior, and psychological well-being, but it is difficult to deter-
mine the role of income in these correlations.' Four income maintenance experiments in the
1960s and 1970s with random assignment designs guaranteed experimental treatment families a
minimum income. In some sites elementary school children showed improved school perform-

ance and attendance compared with their counterparts in control group families.' One reason that
low-income children's intellectual and academic functioning lags behind that of children from
higher-income families is that low-income children receive less cognitive stimulation and emo-
tional support in their home.' Harsh punitive behavior also contributes to the elevation of inter-
nalizing and externalizing problems in low-income children.

Parents' employment. Because it increases the amount of time away from home and of-

ten heightens feelings of role strain, a mother's employment may reduce both the quantity and
quality of time she spends with her child and the quality of the child's home environment. On the
other hand, such employment increases the family's material resources, provides a model of
achievement to the child, and under certain circumstances boosts the mother's life satisfaction,
which in turn may promote nurturant, sensitive, and involved parenting.'

Of the few studies concerned with the effects on children of maternal employment in low-
income or working-class families, some find no effects on child functioning,' but several report
positive effects (for example, higher academic achievement and greater social adjustment).6 Re-
cent efforts to estimate the effects of voluntary maternal employment in families who have re-
ceived welfare suggests that the impact on children's cognitive achievement and behavior de-

'Children's Defense Fund, 1994; Duncan and Brooks-Gunn, 1997; Huston, 1991; Korenman, Miller, and
Sjaastad, 1995; Korbin, 1992; Hill and Sandfort, 1995; Mayer, 1997.

2lnstitute for Research on Poverty, 1976; Kershaw and Fair, 1976; U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, 1983; Salkind and Haskins, 1982.

'Duncan et al., 1994; Korenman, Miller, and Sjaastad, 1995; Lee and Croninger, 1994; Smith, Brooks-Gunn,
and Klebanov, 1997; Brody et al., 1994; Conger and Elder, 1994; Dodge, Pettit, and Bates, 1994; McLeod and Sha-

nahan, 1993; McLoyd et al., 1994; Sampson and Laub, 1994.
4Hoffman, 1989.
'Cherry and Eaton, 1977; Desai, Chase-Lonsdale, and Michael, 1989.
6Milne et al., 1986; Vandell and Ramanan, 1992.

Or'
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Figure 7.1

The New Hope Project

Conceptual Model of the Paths Between Child Experiences and Child Outcomes
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pends on the mother's wage level and the sex of the child.' Mother's entry into low-wage, routi-

nized, repetitive jobs may adversely impact children's development by reducing the quality

of their children's home environment.'

Even more relevant are experimental studies of interventions designed to increase eco-
nomic self-sufficiency of mothers receiving public assistance. In the New Chance program,
which provided a variety of educational and personal development services as well as child care

for young mothers, there were modest positive changes in parenting shortly after the program

ended. In a later follow-up, however, parents in the program group rated their children as having

less positive behavior and more behavior problems than did parents in the control group. The

negative effects occurred primarily when mothers were at high risk of depression.9

In another study of the JOBS program, mothers who were required to seek employment

as a condition of public assistance were less warm and provided a less stimulating home envi-

ronment than mothers in a control group who continued to receive AFDC without a work re-
quirement; this pattern was especially marked for those who had little work history and were not
currently working.' Children in both studies were younger than some of the children in the New

Hope study, but the results raise questions about the potential stressful effects of participating in

a program designed to increase employment, particularly for people who do not achieve its ob-

jectives or who have serious impediments to doing so.

Child care. In general, formal, center-based child care provides more educa-

tional opportunities, and studies suggest that it leads to more advanced cognitive and language
development than informal child care." However, in the New Chance study, the amount of time

children had spent in child care centers accounted for some of the negative impacts on school
readiness:2 The impact of child care on social and cognitive development depends largely on its

quality. Poor children who experience high-quality infant and preschool day care show better
school achievement and socioemotional functioning than similar children without child care ex-

periences or with experience in lower-quality care.13 High-quality day care attenuates declines in
intellectual functioning associated with high-risk environments:4

Participation in formal after-school programs that provide cognitive stimulation also
is associated with academic achievement among low-income children." Participation in organ-
ized after-school activities can provide children with constructive, supervised ways of spending

time that might provide opportunities for developing skills and reduce the likelihood of involve-

ment in deviant behavior:6 Conversely, there is consistent evidence that children without adult

'Moore and Driscoll, 1997.
'Parcel and Menaghan, 1997.
9Quint, Bos, and Po lit, 1997; Zaslow and Eldred, 1998.
"Zaslow, Dion, and Morrison, 1997.
"Lamb, 1997; National Institute of Child Health and Development, 1998.

Bos, and Po lit, 1997.
"Ramey and Ramey, 1992; Scarr, 1998.
"Burchinal et al., 1997.
"Posner and Vandell, 1994.
"Task Force on Youth Development and Community Programs, 1992.
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supervision in the out-of-school hours are at risk for behavior problems and poor adjustment,
particularly if they live in low-income families."

There have been few investigations of such activities as team sports, clubs, and lessons.
In one study, children who spent small amounts of time in activities had better social adjustment
than those who never participated and those who participated a great deal.' It is also possible
that the reasons for participation vary across individuals; children who already have behavior
problems may be more likely to be enrolled by parents than children who are on their own after
school.

Application of the conceptual model to the New Hope evaluation. In earlier chapters
we presented evidence that New Hope led to modest but potentially important increases in family
incomes and parents' employment. There were positive effects on parents' psychological well-
being, and program group children also experienced more formal child care, extended day care,
and organized out-of-school activities. For families in which the parent participant had been em-
ployed full time before entering the New Hope program, there were positive effects on some as-
pects of parenting.

Each of three major domains examined in this chapter education and aspirations, sense
of competence and well-being, and social behavior could be affected positively by positive
parenting practices and by experiences outside the family in child care and organized activities.

Children's pathways in these domains during early and middle childhood are important
predictors of adolescent and adult success. School achievement in the early and middle grades is
a strong predictor of ultimate school success, educational attainment, and employment in adoles-
cence and adulthood." Motivation and aspirations for the future affect school achievement. Self-
esteem, positive peer relationships, and the absence of chronic anxiety are basic indicators of
mental health. Positive social behavior is also an indicator of mental health in childhood, and it is
an important predictor of social competence in adolescence and adulthood. By contrast, behavior
problems, particularly externalizing problems (aggression, poor control, defiance) in middle
childhood predict delinquency and aggressive disorders in adolescence and adulthood."

III. Data Sources for Child Outcomes

The Child and Family Study (CFS) sample of families is described in Chapters 3 and 6.
All adults in the entire New Hope sample who had at least one child between ages 1.0 and 10.99
years at random assignment were included in the CFS sample. Two years from random assign-
ment children in eligible families were 3 through 12 years old. (Ages reported are at the time of
the two-year follow-up unless otherwise indicated.)

For children aged 3-5, the data were obtained from parent reports and, for those in kin-
dergarten, from teacher reports. For children aged 6-12, parent reports, child interviews, and

"Pettit et al., 1997; Marshall et al., 1997.
"Pettit et al., 1997.
"Mussen et al., 1990.
'Huesmann et al., 1984.
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teacher reports were obtained. Two age-appropriate versions of the children's instruments were
used one for ages 6-8 and one for ages 9-12. Information on standardization samples, reliabil-
ity, validity, and intercorrelations among these instruments is provided in Appendix I.

Teacher reports about children's academic performance, classroom skills, school prog-
ress, and social behavior were obtained by questionnaires mailed to the children's school. Teach-
ers were told that children and their families were participating in a study, but not that families
were involved in an evaluation of New Hope, welfare, or poverty-related programs. Details of the
procedure for collecting teacher surveys are explained in Appendix D.

IV. Education and Aspirations

A. Educational Progress

The principal measure of academic achievement was the Academic Subscale of the Social
Skills Rating System (SSRS). On this 10-item measure, teachers rated children's performance
compared with the performances of others in the same classroom on reading skill, math skill, in-
tellectual functioning, motivation, oral communication, classroom behavior, and parental encour-
agement.' Parents were also asked one question about their children's school performance.

On the Classroom Behavior Scale, teachers rated children's study skills, conformity to
classroom rules and routines, ability to work and complete tasks independently, and ability to
make transitions without becoming distracted.'

As in many studies of early intervention, two indicators defined absence of normal school
progress: retention in grade and remedial educational services. Both parent and teacher reports
were obtained.

Impacts for the full sample. Children in New Hope families performed significantly
better in school, according to teacher reports on the SSRS Academic Subscale, than children in
control group families. The difference was statistically significant for the full CFS sample; the
means for the full sample appear in Table 7.1. The effect size indicated that the average program
group child scored about .25 of a standard deviation higher than the average control group child.
There were no overall significant differences between groups in teachers' ratings of classroom
behavior.

According to parent reports, the program and control groups did not differ. Teacher re-
ports are more accurate because teachers have more information about school performance and
because the measure they completed contained several items assessing different aspects of per-
formance as opposed to a single question in the parent interview.

Children in program and control group families were equally likely to be making "normal
school progress." About three-quarters of each group had not been retained in grade or received
remedial educational services in the previous two years.

'Gresham and Elliott, 1990.
nWright and Huston, 1995.
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Table 7.1

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Education for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Child's Age

Outcome
Program

Group

Control

Group Difference
P-Value for
Difference Impact

Effect
Sizea

School achievement (%)
Parent report

Normal school progress 76.8 72.8 4.0 0.240 5.5 0.09
School achievement 4.0 3.9 0.1 0.261 2.6 0.09

Sample size 325 332

Teacher report
Not making normal
school progress (%) 43.7 48.5 -4.8 0.339 -10.0 -0.10
Social Skills Rating System:

Academic Subscale 3.4 3.1 0.2 ** 0.016 7.7 0.25
Classroom skills

Total skills 3.9 3.7 0.1 0.121 4.0 0.15
Behavior skills 4.1 3.9 0.1 0.153 3.5 0.15
Independent skills 3.8 3.6 0.2 0.119 4.5 0.15
Transition skills 3.9 3.7 0.1 0.144 4.0 0.14

School type (%)
Public 85.8 89.2 -3.4 0.340 -3.8 -0.10
Private, religious 5.3 6.7 -1.4 0.601 -20.6 -0.06
Private, nonreligious 8.9 4.2 4.7 * 0.075 114.2 0.19

Sample size 202 217

Educational expectations (ages 9-12) (%)
Child report

Expects to finish high school 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.847 -0.6 -0.02
Expects to attend college 4.2 4.0 0.2 0.205 4.5 0.15
Expects to finish college 4.0 3.7 0.3 * 0.083 8.0 0.23

Sample size 151 136

Occupational aspirations
and expectations (ages 6-12) (%)

Child report
Aspirations 58.0 56.0 2.0 0.206 3.6 0.12
Expectations 58.1 54.9 3.2 * 0.062 5.9 0.19

Sample size 238 254

Values and interests (%)
Child report

Academic interest (ages 6-8) 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.695 0.9 0.06

Sample size 96 131

Academic interest (ages 9-12) 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.543 0.4 0.02
Academic importance (ages 9-12) 3.5 3.6 -0.1 0.426 -2.2 -0.12
Athletic importance (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.7 -0.1 0.302 -4.3 -0.13

Sample size 151 136

(continued)
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Table 7.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

The following scales describe how answers to specific questions were measured: normal school progress: 0 (no) -

100 (yes); school achievement: 1 (not well at all) 5 (very well); Academic Subscale: 1 (lowest 10% of class) - 5 (highest
10% of class); classroom skills: 1 (almost never) - 5 (almost always); educational aspirations: I (not at all sure) - 5 (very

sure); occupational prestige scores: 0 - 100 -- higher scores indicate more prestigious occupation; ages 6-8 academic

interest: 1 (no) - 3 (yes); ages 9-12 academic interest: 1 (not true at all) - 5 (always true); academic importance: 1 (not at

all important) - 4 (very important); athletic importance: 1 (not at all important) - 4 (very important).
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full

research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
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Gender differences. Program impacts were larger for boys than for girls (Table 7.2).
Teachers rated program group boys higher than control group boys on academic performance and
on classroom skills, including negotiating classroom transitions and working independently. Pro-
gram group boys scored about .33 of a standard deviation higher than control group boys on aca-
demic performance. For girls, by contrast, neither academic performance nor classroom behavior
skills were significantly different for children in program and control group families.

The gender difference in the impact of the New Hope program should be evaluated in the
light of the absolute differences between girls and boys on these measures. In the control group,
girls generally were doing better in school and had better study skills than boys. In the program
group, girls also were rated higher than boys, but the discrepancy was smaller than in control
group families. It appears that the New Hope program brought boys' levels of academic perform-
ance and study skills closer to the typical levels for girls in both groups.

Parents' employment at random assignment. For the most part, the impacts of the New
Hope program were similar for the subgroups defined by parents' full-time employment when
they entered the program. There were no significant differences in the impacts across subgroups.
Nevertheless, the effects were more pronounced for children whose parents were not employed at
random assignment. Among those families, the program group was reported by teachers to be
significantly higher than the control group on academic performance and making normal school
progress (see Appendix Table L7.1).

B. Aspirations and Motivation to Achieve

In Chapter 6, we reported parents' aspirations for their children's educational attainment
as well as children's perceptions of their parents' aspirations (Tables 6.1-6.3). Also, as reported
in this chapter children aged 9-12 were asked about their own educational expectations (how sure
they were that they would finish high school, go to college, and finish college), and children aged
6-12 were asked about occupational aspirations (what job they would like to have), and occupa-
tional expectations (what job they expected to have). Responses were coded for occupational
prestige.' The value attached to achievement in academics and athletics was assessed by how
interested children were in school and how important both academic and athletic achievement
was to them.

Impacts for the full sample. Children in program group families were more certain they
would finish college and expected to have jobs with higher levels of prestige (that is, jobs that
involved professional and managerial activities) than children in control group families (see Ta-
ble 7.1). Children in both program and control group samples expressed fairly high levels of in-
terest and value for school and for athletic activities, but there were no significant differences
between them, probably because there was little variation in responses.

Gender differences. Boys in program group families were significantly more certain that
they would attend and finish college, and they had higher occupational aspirations and expecta-
tions than boys in control group families. These differences mirrored the children's perceptions
of their parents' expectations for them. Program group boys thought their parents had higher ex-
pectations for their educational attainment than did control group boys (see Table 6.3).

23Nakeo and Treas, 1990.
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Table 7.2

The, New. Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Education for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Child's Gender

Outcome

Program
Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for %

Difference Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels

School achievement (%)
Parent report

Boys

Normal school progress 68.5 62.4 6.1 0.275 9.8 0.14 0.393
School achievement 3.8 3.7 0.1 0.423 2.7 0.09 0.772

Sample size 179 156

Teacher report
Not making normal
school progress (%) 47.2 56.9 -9.7 0.219 -17.1 -0.19 0.254
Social Skills Rating System:

Academic Subscale 3.3 2.9 0.3 ** 0.026 10.8 0.33 0.306
Classroom skills

Total skills 3.7 3.3 0.4 ** 0.012 11.3 0.38 0.038 if
Behavior skills 3.9 3.5 0.4 ** 0.020 10.0 0.38 0.034 if
Independent skills 3.6 3.2 0.4 ** 0.014 12.0 0.36 0.060 t
Transition skills 3.7 3.3 0.4 ** 0.017 11.5 0.37 0.044 if

Sample size 113 95

Educational expectations (ages 9-12) (%)
Child report

Expects to finish high school 4.6 4.3 0.2 0.190 5.7 0.23 0.075 t
Expects to attend college 4.3 3.7 0.6 ** 0.014 15.2 0.49 0.016 tt
Expects to finish college 4.1 3.5 0.6 ** 0.026 17.2 0.46 0.073

Sample size 76 61

Occupational aspirations
and expectations (ages 6-12) (%)

Child report
Aspirations 59.3 54.4 5.0 ** 0.014 9.1 0.29 0.045 if
Expectations 58.3 54.1 4.2 * 0.069 7.7 0.24 0.329

Sample size 125 116

Values and interests (%)
Child report

Academic interest (ages 6-8) 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.676 1.4 0.09 0.953

Sample size 54 63

Academic interest (ages 9-12) 3.9 3.7 0.1 0.419 3.9 0.15 0.251
Academic importance (ages 9-12) 3.5 3.5 0.0 0.888 -0.5 -0.03 0.388
Athletic importance (ages 9-12) 2.5 2.8 -0.3 0.128 -10.2 -0.32 0.315

Sample size 76 61
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Table 7.2 (continued)

Outcome
Program

Group

Control

Group Difference
P-Value for %
Difference Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference
Sizea Between Panelsb

School achievement (%)
Parent report

Girls

Normal school progress 84.7 84.3 0.4 0.912 0.5 0.01
School achievement 4.2 4.1 0.1 0.680 1.2 0.05

Sample size 146 176

Teacher report
Not making normal
school progress (%) 41.3 39.0 2.3 0.745 6.0 0.05
Social Skills Rating System:

Academic Subscale 3.4 3.3 0.1 0.408 3.5 0.12
Classroom skills

Total skills 4.1 4.1 0.0 0.844 -0.6 -0.02
Behavior skills 4.2 4.3 0.0 0.737 -0.9 -0.04
Independent skills 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.946 -0.2 -0.01
Transition skills 4.1 4.1 0.0 0.797 -0.8 -0.03

Sample size 89 121

Educational expectations (ages 9-12) (%)
Child report

Expects to finish high school 4.1 4.3 -0.2 0.245 -5.0 -0.21
Expects to attend college 4.0 4.2 -0.1 0.444 -3.6 -0.13
Expects to finish college 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.935 0.5 0.01

Sample size 75 75

Occupational aspirations
and expectations (ages 6-12) (%)

Child report
Aspirations 56.4 57.9 -1.5 0.566 -2.5 -0.09
Expectations 57.2 56.4 0.8 0.779 1.4 0.05

Sample size 113 138

Values and interests (%)
Child report

Academic interest (ages 6-8) 2.8 2.7 0.0 0.714 1.1 0.07

Sample size 42 68

Academic interest (ages 9-12) 4.0 4.1 -0.1 0.377 -3.2 -0.13
Academic importance (ages 9-12) 3.5 3.7 -0.2 * 0.097 -4.5 -0.25
Athletic importance (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.7 -0.1 0.697 -2.1 -0.06

Sample size 75 75

(continued)
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Table 7.2 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how answers to specific questions were measured: normal school progress: 0 (no) - 100

(yes); school achievement: 1 (not well at all) - 5 (very well); Academic Subscale: 1 (lowest 10% of class) - 5 (highest 10% of

class); classroom skills: 1 (almost never) - 5 (almost always); educational aspirations: 1 (not at all sure) - 5 (very sure);
occupational prestige scores: 0 - 100 -- higher scores indicate more prestigious occupation; ages 6-8 academic interest: 1 (no)
3 (yes); 9-12 academic interest: 1 (not true at all) - 5 (always true); academic importance: 1 (not at all important) - 4 (very

important); athletic importance: 1 (not at all important) - 4 (very important).
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
Sample sizes for program and control groups differ because of random sampling error and small differences in response

rates across different groups of children. Re-weighting the sample to account for this variation did not affect the estimates in

a meaningful way. Therefore, this table reports unweighted estimates.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,

even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.
bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across
different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in
impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent, t t = 5 percent,

and t = 10 percent.
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By contrast, girls' own aspirations and expectations were similar in the program and con-
trol groups, even though girls in the program group believed that their parents had lower expec-
tations than did girls in the control group (see Table 6.3).

Parents' employment at random assignment. Although New Hope impacts on parents'
aspirations for their children varied by employment group at random assignment as well as chil-
dren's gender, impacts on children's responses were similar for both employment subgroups. The
only exception occurred for the question about finishing high school. Impacts of New Hope on
children's expectations of completing high school and on their perception of their parents' ex-
pectations were significant only in the group employed at random assignment. (Analyses in-
cluding both employment at random assignment and children's gender were conducted, but are
not reported in the tables.)

V. Sense of Competence and Well-Being

A. Measures

Children aged 6-12 responded to measures of perceived competence and general self-
worth, peer relationships, and anxiety.

Perceived competence and self-worth. Perceived competence was measured using par-
allel scales designed for two age groups: the Pictorial Scale of Perceived Competence and Social
Acceptance for Young Children' (for children 6-8) and the Self-Perception Profile (for children
aged 9-12). 25 In each question, two contrasting children are described, one of whom is good at
school or sports and one of whom is not. Children are asked which description is more like them.
High scores indicate greater perceived competence.

Peer relationships. The Loneliness and Social Dissatisfaction Questionnaire measures
children's perceptions of peer relations and friendships.' A sample item is: "Is it easy for you to
make new friends?" High scores represent satisfaction with peer relationships.

Anxiety. Children's general anxiety was measured with an abbreviated version of the
Revised Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale.' The questions measure physiological anxiety (for
example, have trouble going to sleep), worry/oversensitivity (for example, worry a lot), and so-
cial concerns (for example, other children are happier). These were summed to form a total anxi-
ety score. High scores indicate high anxiety.

Children's feelings of competence, perceived peer relationships, and levels of anxiety
were correlated with one another. Those who felt most competent also felt more satisfied with
their peer relationships and less anxious. (See Appendix I for relationship between measures.)

'Harter, 1985.
25Harter and Pike, 1984.
'Asher and Wheeler, 1985; Cassidy and Asher, 1992.
27Pela and Reynolds, 1982; Reynolds, and Richmond, 1985.
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B. Impacts of the New Hope Program

The means for the three measures of well-being are shown in Table 7.3 for the total sam-
ple and in Table 7.4 for boys and girls separately. Children in program group families did not
perceive their competencies or their peer relations differently than children in control group
families did.

There were slight differences on the anxiety scores. Older children (ages 9-12) in the pro-
gram group expressed slightly lower social concern than those in the control group, but younger
program group boys (ages 6-8) expressed slightly more physiological anxiety than control group
boys (Table 7.4). Impacts for children whose parents were and were not employed at random as-
signment appear in Appendix Table L7.2. There were few differences in impacts across sub-
groups, and they probably occurred by chance.

It is possible that these measures failed to detect areas in which children's well-being
could have been affected or that effects might occur after a longer time period, but the results
obtained at this juncture suggest that the New Hope program had little effect on children's sense
of competence and emotional well-being.

VI. Social Behavior

The New Hope program was expected to enhance positive social behavior and to reduce
problem behavior through pathways similar to those already discussed: warm and firm parent-
child relationships and participation in formal child care and activities outside the home.

A. Positive Social Behavior

In many studies of children from low-income families, the negative aspects of social be-
havior are emphasized. In this study we give equal emphasis to positive and problem behavior.
Both parents and teachers completed the Positive Behavior Scale. The 25 items in it are divided
into three subscales: compliance and self-control (thinks before he/she acts, usually does what I
tell him/her), social competence and sensitivity (gets along well with other children, shows con-
cern for other people's feelings), and autonomy (tries to do things for him/herself, is self-reliant).
Because of time restrictions on the parent interview, parents completed these scales for only one
of their children (the first focal child), but teachers were asked about all school-age children.

Impacts for the full sample. Teachers rated program group children higher than control
group children on positive social behavior, including social competence, compliance, and auton-
omy. The average score for New Hope children was about .25 of a standard deviation higher than
that for control group children. The means are shown in Table 7.5. The difference was significant
for the entire sample on each of the three subscales as well as on the total score. However, there
were no differences in parents' ratings of program and control children on these measures.

Gender differences. Although girls were rated higher than boys on positive social be-
havior, the differences associated with New Hope participation were more pronounced and reli-
able for boys (see Table 7.6). Teachers rated boys from program group families as more socially
competent, more compliant, and more autonomous than boys from control group families. The
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Table 7.3

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Psychological Well-Being for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Child's Age

Outcome
Program

Group
Control

Group Difference
P-Value for

Difference % Impact
Effect

Sizea

Perceived competence (%)
Child report

Cognitive competence (ages 6-8) 3.6 3.6 0.0 0.405 -1.1 -0.12
Physical competence (ages 6-8) 3.7 3.7 0.0 0.667 -0.5 -0.06

Sample size 96 131

Scholastic competence (ages 9-12) 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.821 0.7 0.03
Athletic competence (ages 9-12) 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.600 1.5 0.07
Global self-worth (ages 9-12) 3.3 3.2 0.1 0.170 3.5 0.17

Sample size 150 135

Teacher report
Athletic competence 2.9 2.7 0.1 * 0.063 4.5 0.21

Sample size 177 185

Friendship (loneliness) (%)
Child report

Friendship (ages 6-8) 2.5 2.5 0.0 0.523 1.1 0.09

Sample size 97 131

Friendship (ages 9-12) 4.1 4.1 0.1 0.327 2.1 0.12

Sample size 151 136

Anxiety (%)
Child report

Total anxiety (ages 6-8) 2.1 2.1 0.0 0.843 0.6 0.03
Physiological anxiety (ages 6-8) 2.0 2.0 0.1 0.358 3.9 0.12

Sample size 97 131

Total anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.5 2.7 -0.1 0.157 -5.2 -0.18
Physiological anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.6 -0.1 0.556 -2.4 -0.08
Worry/sensitivity anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.4 2.6 -0.2 0.165 -6.2 -0.18
Social concerns (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.8 -0.2 * 0.072 -7.6 -0.23

Sample size 150 136

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how answers to specific questions were measured: perceived competence: 1 (not very

good) - 4 (very good); ages 6-8 friendship: 1 (no) - 3 (yes); ages 9-12 friendship: 1 (not true at all) - 5 (always true); ages
6-8 anxiety: 1 (no) - 3 (yes); ages 9-12 anxiety: 1 (not true at all/never) - 5 (always true/all of the time).

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between programand control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full
research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

:.
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Table 7.4

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Psychological Well-Being for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Child's Gender

Outcome

Program
Group

Control
Group Difference

P-Value for
Difference

%
Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels
b

Perceived competence (%)
Child report

Boys

Cognitive competence (ages 6-8) 3.6 3.6 0.0 0.519 -1.2 -0.14 0.821

Physical competence (ages 6-8) 3.7 3.7 -0.1 0.368 -1.5 -0.19 0.690

Sample size 54 63

Scholastic competence (ages 9-12) 2.9 2.8 0.1 0.461 3.5 0.14 0.437

Athletic competence (ages 9-12) 2.9 2.9 0.1 0.597 2.4 0.11 0.824

Global self-worth (ages 9-12) 3.4 3.2 0.2 0.140 5.2 0.25 0.654

Sample size 75 61

Teacher report
Athletic competence 2.9 2.8 0.1 0.287 3.6 0.17 0.798

Sample size 102 80

Friendship (loneliness) (%)
Child report

Friendship (ages 6-8) 2.5 2.5 0.0 0.479 1.9 0.15 0.532

Sample size 54 63

Friendship (ages 9-12) 4.2 4.0 0.2 0.134 5.1 0.29 0.280

Sample size 76 61

Anxiety (%)
Child report

Total anxiety (ages 6-8) 2.2 2.1 0.1 0.319 4.1 0.20 0.206
Physiological anxiety (ages 6-8) 2.2 2.0 0.2 * 0.086 10.3 0.33 0.109

Sample size 54 63

Total anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.5 2.7 -0.2 0.191 -6.9 -0.25 0.592
Physiological anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.8 -0.2 0.179 -7.9 -0.26 0.130
Worry/sensitivity anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.5 2.6 -0.1 0.667 -2.9 -0.08 0.418

Social concerns (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.8 -0.3 0.115 -9.1 -0.28 0.609

Sample size 75 61
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Table 7.4 (continued)

Outcome
Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference
%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference
Size Between Panelsb

Perceived competence (%)
Child report

Girls

Cognitive competence (ages 6-8) 3.6 3.7 -0.1 0.336 -1.7 -0.20
Physical competence (ages 6-8) 3.7 3.7 0.0 0.662 -0.6 -0.08

Sample size 42 68

Scholastic competence (ages 9-12) 2.8 2.9 0.0 0.725 -1.3 -0.05
Athletic competence (ages 9-12) 2.7 2.7 0.0 0.748 1.3 0.06
Global self-worth (ages 9-12) 3.2 3.1 0.1 0.446 3.0 0.14

Sample size 75 74

Teacher report
Athletic competence 2.8 2.7 0.1 0.176 5.0 0.23

Sample size 75 105

Friendship (loneliness) (%)
Child report

Friendship (ages 6-8) 2.5 2.5 0.0 0.872 -0.4 -0.03

Sample size 43 68

Friendship (ages 9-12) 4.1 4.1 0.0 0.896 0.4 0.02

Sample size 75 75

Anxiety ( %)
Child report

Total anxiety (ages 6-8) 2.0 2.1 -0.1 0.400 -3.6 -0.17
Physiological anxiety (ages 6-8) 1.9 1.9 -0.1 0.520 -4.2 -0.13

Sample size 43 68

Total anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.5 2.6 -0.1 0.476 -3.3 -0.11
Physiological anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.5 0.1 0.489 3.7 0.11
Worry/sensitivity anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.4 2.6 -0.3 * 0.077 -9.7 -0.29
Social concerns (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.7 -0.1 0.348 -5.3 -0.15

Sample size 75 75

(continued)
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Table 7.4 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how answers to specific questions were measured: perceived competence: 1 (not very good)

4 (very good); ages 6-8 friendship: 1 (no) - 3 (yes); ages 9-12 friendship: 1 (not true at all) - 5 (always true); ages 6-8 anxiety: 1
(no) - 3 (yes); ages 9-12 anxiety: 1 (not true at all/never) - 5 (always true/all of the time).

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
Sample sizes for program and control groups differ because of random sampling error and small differences in response

rates across different groups of children. Re-weighting the sample to account for this variation did not affect the estimates in a
meaningful way. Therefore, this table reports unweighted estimates.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly
different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of
the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as lit = 1 percent, 11 = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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Table 7.5

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Social Behavior for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Child's Age

Outcome

Program
Group

Control

Group Difference
P-Value for
Difference

%
Impact

Effect

Sizea

Positive behavior (%)
Parent report

Total positive behavior 4.0 3.9 0.0 0.713 0.3 0.03
Social competence 4.1 4.0 0.0 0.720 0.3 0.03
Compliance 3.6 3.6 0.0 0.754 0.4 0.02
Autonomy 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.814 0.2 0.02

Sample size 280 290

Teacher report
Total positive behavior 3.7 3.5 0.2 ** 0.013 4.7 0.25
Social competence 3.7 3.6 0.1 ** 0.040 4.1 0.21
Compliance 3.7 3.5 0.2 ** 0.018 5.2 0.24
Autonomy 3.6 3.5 0.2 ** 0.011 5.3 0.26

Sample size 201 217

Child report
Self-control (ages 9-12) 3.5 3.3 0.1 0.300 3.4 0.13

Sample size 150 136

Problem behavior (%)
Parent report

Total behavior problems (ages 3-5) 2.4 2.5 -0.1 0.407 -2.4 -0.12
Externalizing problems (ages 3-5) 2.7 2.8 -0.1 0.423 -2.3 -0.11
Internalizing problems (ages 3-5) 1.8 1.8 -0.1 0.513 -3.3 -0.09

Sample size 111 126

Total behavior problems (ages 6-12) 2.3 2.4 0.0 0.807 -0.8 -0.03
Externalizing problems (ages 6-12) 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.866 -0.6 -0.02
Internalizing problems (ages 6-12) 2.2 2.3 0.0 0.832 -0.8 -0.02

Sample size 167 159

Teacher report
Total behavior problems 2.3 2.3 -0.1 0.230 -3.2 -0.12
Externalizing problems 2.1 2.2 -0.1 0.326 -4.0 -0.10
Internalizing problems 2.2 2.3 -0.1 0.349 -2.6 -0.10
Hyperactivity 2.5 2.6 -0.1 0.382 -2.8 -0.09
Frequency of disciplinary action 2.7 2.6 0.0 0.896 0.7 0.01

Sample size 201 217

Child report
Social problem-solving (ages 6-12)
Total social competency score 5.0 5.1 -0.1 0.457 -2.2 -0.06
Total aggression score 0.9 0.9 -0.1 0.432 -7.2 -0.07

Sample size 249 269
(continued)

-240 -

304



Table 7.5 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how answers to specific questions were measured: positive behavior: 1 (never) - 5

(all of the time); ages 9-12 self-control: 1 (never) - 5 (all of the time); parent and teacher report of problem behavior:
1 (never) - 5 (all of the time); frequency of discipline: 1 (never) - 5 (several times a week); social problem-solving: 0-
8 sum of number of particular response across stories.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full
research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

r
U 1/4"
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Table 7.6

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Social Behavior for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Child's Gender

Outcome
Program

Group
Control
Group

P-Value for
Difference Difference

%
Impact

Effect
Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Positive behavior (%)
Parent report

Boys

Total positive behavior 4.0 3.9 0.1 * 0.068 2.7 0.22 0.026 ffSocial competence 4.1 4.0 0.1 0.124 2.3 0.18 0.082 fCompliance 3.6 3.5 0.1 * 0.071 3.9 0.22 0.024 ffAutonomy 4.3 4.2 0.1 0.223 1.9 0.15 0.096 f
Sample size 155 137

Teacher report
Total positive behavior 3.6 3.3 0.3 ** 0.001 9.9 6.50 0.023 ffSocial competence 3.7 3.3 0.3 ** 0.002 10.2 0.49 0.011 11Compliance 3.5 3.2 0.4 ** 0.003 11.3 0.47 0.044 ffAutonomy 3.6 3.4 0.3 ** 0.016 7.5 0.36 0.261

Sample size 113 96

Child report
Self-control (ages 9-12) 3.4 3.2 0.2 0.345. 5.3 0.18 0.516

Sample size 75 61

Problem behavior (%)
Parent report

Total behavior problems (ages 3-5) 2.4 2.5 -0.1 0.425 -3.5 -0.17 0.701
Externalizing problems (ages 3-5) 2.8 2.9 -0.1 0.614 -2.4 -0.12 0.928
Internalizing problems (ages 3-5) 1.7 1.8 -0.2 0.248 -8.1 -0.21 0.389
Sample size 62 66

Total behavior problems (ages 6-12) 2.3 2.4 -0.1 0.196 -5.7 -0.22 0.103
Externalizing problems (ages 6-12) 2.3 2.5 -0.1 0.259 -5.9 -0.19 0.147
Internalizing problems (ages 6-12) 2.2 2.4 -0.1 0.315 -5.4 -0.17 0.212
Sample size 93 71

Teacher report
Total behavior problems 2.3 2.6 -0.3 ** 0.003 -11.4 -0.48 0.000 fffExternalizing problems 2.1 2.5 -0.4 ** 0.001 -17.1 -0.51 0.000 fffInternalizing problems 2.2 2.3 -0.1 0.151 -5.8 -0.22 0.162Hyperactivity 2.6 3.0 -0.3 ** 0.015 -10.6 -0.39 0.007 fffFrequency of disciplinary action 2.9 3.3 -0.4 ** 0.045 -13.0 -0.30 0.003 fff

Sample size 113 96

Child report
Social problem-solving (ages 6-12)

Total social competency score 4.7 4.8 -0.1 0.551 -2.7 -0.08 0.863Total aggression score 0.9 1.0 -0.1 0.582 -7.2 -0.07 0.974
Sample size 131 126

-242-

306

(continued)



Table 7.6 (continued)

Outcome

Program
Group

Control

Group

P-Value for
Difference Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference

Sizea Between Panelsb

Positive behavior (%)
Parent report

Girls

Total positive behavior 4.0 4.0 -0.1 0.177 -1.9 -0.17
Social competence 4.1 4.1 -0.1 0.312 -1.6 -0.12
Compliance 3.6 3.7 -0.1 0.178 -2.7 -0.16
Autonomy 4.2 4.3 -0.1 0.222 -1.8 -0.14

Sample size 123 148

Teacher report
Total positive behavior 3.8 3.7 0.0 0.716 0.8 0.05
Social competence 3.7 3.8 0.0 0.896 -0.3 -0.02
Compliance 3.8 3.8 0.1 0.588 1.4 0.07
Autonomy 3.6 3.5 0.1 0.364 2.5 0.13

Sample size 88 121

Child report
Self-control (ages 9-12) 3.5 3.5 0.0 0.894 0.6 0.02

Sample size 75 75

Problem behavior (%)
Parent report

Behavior problems (ages 3-5) 2.4 2.5 0.0 0.795 -1.2 -0.06
Externalizing problems (ages 3-5) 2.7 2.8 -0.1 0.701 -1.9 -0.09
Internalizing problems (ages 3-5) 1.9 1.8 0.0 0.902 1.0 0.03

Sample size 49 60

Total behavior problems (ages 6-12) 2.4 2.3 0.1 0.324 4.4 0.16
Externalizing problems (ages 6-12) 2.5 2.4 0.1 0.368 5.0 0.15
Internalizing problems (ages 6-12) 2.3 2.2 0.1 0.432 4.1 0.12

Sample size 74 88

Teacher report
Total behavior problems 2.2 2.1 0.1 0.128 6.0 0.21
Externalizing problems 2.1 1.8 0.2 * 0.058 12.2 0.27
Internalizing problems 2.3 2.2 0.0 0.650 1.8 0.07
Hyperactivity 2.3 2.2 0.1 0.277 5.0 0.14
Frequency of disciplinary action 2.4 2.0 0.4 ** 0.029 18.6 0.26

Sample size 88 121

Child report
Social problem-solving (ages 6-12)

Total social competency score 5.3 5.4 -0.1 0.704 -1.5 -0.05
Total aggression score 0.8 0.9 -0.1 0.580 -7.4 -0.07

Sample size 118 143
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Table 7.6 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how answers to specific questions were measured: positive behavior: 1 (never) - 5 (all of

the time); ages 9-12 self-control: 1 (never) - 5 (all of the time); parent and teacher report of problem behavior: 1 (never) - 5
(all of the time); frequency of discipline: 1 (never) - 5 (several times a week); sociap sroblem-solving: 0-8 sum of number of
particular response across stories.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
Sample sizes for program and control groups differ because of random sampling error and small differences in response

rates across different groups of children. Re-weighting the sample to account for this variation did not affect the estimates in
a meaningful way. Therefore, this table reports unweighted estimates.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across
different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in
impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as 'Mt = 1 percent, f f = 5 percent,
and t = 10 percent.
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effect sizes shown in Table 7.6 indicate that New Hope boys scored about .50 of a standard de-
viation above control group boys.

Program group parents also rated their sons significantly higher on positive social be-
havior, particularly on compliance, than did control group parents. Girls, by contrast, showed no
significant program impacts on either teacher or parent ratings.

Parent and teacher ratings were minimally related (the correlation between their ratings
was .19), a finding which is consistent with many other findings on children's social behavior.
Children behave differently in different contexts, so parents and teachers actually see different
levels of positive and problem behavior. This does not mean that children are inconsistent within
contexts; they often have stable patterns of behavior within a setting (for example, being helpful
and compliant at home). Parents and teachers may also have different biases when rating chil-
dren, but they should not affect the difference between program and control groups. The most
reasonable way to interpret any results found is that the behavior reported is valid for the context
in which the observations were made.

In both home and school contexts, then, boys in program group families demonstrated
more compliant positive social behavior than boys in control group families. The fact that parent
and teacher ratings were relatively independent, tapping different behavioral contexts, makes the
impact findings even more striking.

B. Problem Behavior

Both parents and teachers rated children on externalizing and internalizing problems us-
ing the Problem Behavior Scale of the Social Skills Rating System.' Externalizing problems in-
clude aggression and lack of behavior control (is aggressive toward people or objects, has temper
tantrums). Internalizing problems include social withdrawal and excessive fearfulness (appears
lonely, acts sad or depressed). The items are slightly different for children aged 3-5 than for those
aged 6-12.29 Teachers also completed a hyperactivity scale (is easily distracted, disturbs ongoing
activities) and reported how often they had to discipline children for misbehavior. As was true
for positive behavior, the correlations between parent and teacher ratings were low (externalizing
r = .19; internalizing r = .12).

Impacts for the full sample. There were no overall group differences on teacher or par-
ent ratings of problem behavior (see Table 7.5).

Gender differences. Teachers rated boys higher than girls generally on behavior prob-
lems, but they reported fewer externalizing problems, less hyperactivity, and fewer disciplinary
actions for program group boys than for control group boys. That is, program group boys were
less disruptive, aggressive, and hyperactive in school. They scored almost .50 of a standard de-

'Gresham and Elliott, 1990.
"Children who were rated higher on positive behaviors had relatively few problem behaviors, and those with

many problems had relatively low scores on positive behavior. Children with high levels of externalizing problems
were especially likely to be rated low on compliance, as one might expect. Nevertheless, the modest size of the cor-
relations indicates that positive and problem behaviors were not simply the opposite ends of a single dimension.
They describe different aspects of children's behavior.
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viation lower than control group boys. Teachers reported more externalizing behavior problems
and more disciplinary actions for girls in the program group than in the control group. Program
group girls scored about .25 of a standard deviation higher than control group girls.

The greater impact of New Hope on boys' positive social behavior and problem behavior
should be placed in the context of the average levels for boys and girls. Girls in the control group
generally scored higher than boys on positive social behavior and lower on behavior problems,
particularly in the ratings made by teachers. Scores for boys in the program group were slightly
less positive than those for girls, but they approached the levels of girls' scores.

Parents' employment at random assignment. The impacts of the program on children's
positive social behavior and problem behavior did not differ significantly for the two employ-
ment subgroups. Nevertheless, the positive impacts were larger and more likely to reach statisti-
cal significance in families in which the parent had not been employed at random assignment
than in families with full-time employment at random assignment. (The means appear in Appen-
dix Table L7.3.)

C. Social Problem-Solving

The Social Problem-Solving Skills measure, administered to children aged 6-12, contains
illustrated hypothetical situations that are designed to elicit children's responses to peer conflicts
or provocation (being pushed out of line at school) and to situations requiring social initiation
(wanting to join a kickball game).3°

Children gave open-ended responses indicating what they could say or do in each situa-
tion. Responses were coded as aggressive/punitive (physical or verbal attack or retaliation or ap-
peal to an authority to punish the transgressor), socially competent (socially appropriate actions
such as asking, making deals, sharing), or other.

Impact for the full sample. Most children in all groups gave socially competent re-
sponses and offered few aggressive problem solutions. There were no differences between pro-
gram and control group children (Table 7.5).

D. Self-Control

Children aged 9-12 completed the Children's Perceived Self-Control Scale' measuring
their ability to concentrate in school: for example, "At school, you think about other things while
you work." There were no program-control differences in the children's scores (Table 7.5).

VII. Conclusion and Interpretation

A. Summary of Impacts

On the whole, children in New Hope program group families were faring better than
those in control group families. They were making better academic progress and displayed more

"Dodge, Pettit, and Bates, 1994; Dodge et al., 1995.

'Humphrey, 1982.
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positive social behavior. All of these differences occurred primarily for boys; the pattern for girls
was less consistent and more mixed.

Although we expected gender to be important, explanations of the stronger positive ef-
fects for boys are largely post hoc. The analyses in Chapter 6 showed positive impacts of the
program on boys' perceptions of positive relationships with their parents and on participation in
extended day care and organized out-of-school activities. Program group girls were in formal
child care and took more lessons than control group girls, but they were not as likely as boys to

be in organized group activities.

One explanation for the differential impacts may be boys' greater vulnerability or risk of
academic and behavior problems in the elementary years. The ethnographic interviews suggest
that parents were more worried about their boys than about their girls becoming involved in de-
linquent activity, a worry that appears justified in light of the fact that control group boys had
considerably lower school performance, lower positive behavior, and more behavior problems
than control group girls. Parents may have made more efforts and invested more resources in in-
suring that boys had alternatives to hanging out with unsupervised peers after school. These su-
pervised contexts may have been particularly effective because of boys' vulnerability when they
are not supervised.

A second possible explanation is that boys and girls responded differently to the role
models provided by their parents. About 90 percent of the parents in the CFS sample were
women; thus, girls may have used their participating parents' jobs as examples of their own fu-
ture more than boys did. Overall, New Hope led boys to have higher aspirations for their own
future, but, for girls, it had no effect or led to lowered aspirations. Earlier literature on mothers'
employment suggests it enhances girls' achievement aspirations, but the samples were primarily
middle-class families in which mothers had fairly high-status jobs. For these low-income fami-
lies, the realities of the low-wage employment world for women may have become more appar-
ent to New Hope parents and their daughters, whereas sons (and their mothers) may not have
considered their mother's employment experiences as relevant to their own future. Similarly,
girls' more frequent behavior and discipline problems at school may indicate increased assertive-

ness as a response to their mother's active efforts to improve their life.

B. Social Significance and Validity of Impacts

The program impacts on several important child outcomes were statistically significant,
but were they also socially significant? Because many of the measures in this section contain
scales with different reference points, we show effect sizes in all tables as one means of estimat-
ing the magnitude of the program impacts. Cohen (1988) provides one way of understanding
what an effect size means: .10 is small, .30 is medium, and .50 is large. In research outside the
laboratory, small effect sizes are typical because of the many uncontrolled and unmeasured fac-

tors affecting the outcomes.

Using these criteria, many of the impacts of the New Hope program were "small" to
"medium," but for boys some impacts approached or exceeded the "large" level. The largest ef-
fect sizes occurred for teacher ratings of boys' positive social behavior and externalizing behav-
ior problems. Both had effect sizes of .50 or greater, indicating that the average boy in the pro-
gram group scored above (for positive behavior) or below (for externalizing) 69 percent of the
control group boys. For academic performance and aspirations, the effect sizes for boys fell be-
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tween "medium" and "large." These differences are sufficiently large to be socially important.
An effect size of .33 on school performance, for example, indicates that the average boy in New
Hope scored above 63 percent of the boys in the control group. Effects approximating .33 to .50
of a standard deviation could make an important difference in a child's current level of function-
ing and could establish a pathway to better educational attainment and fewer deviant behaviors in
the future.

The impacts on child outcomes are particularly persuasive because they appeared on
measures obtained from multiple sources. Teachers were given no information about children's
participation in New Hope or other interventions, so the program-control group differences on
the teacher ratings are unlikely to have been affected by knowledge of the intervention. Impacts
also occurred for answers that children themselves provided. Measures obtained from parents,
who might have been most likely to be affected by their knowledge of the New Hope treatment
and the evaluation design, showed fewer treatment differences than did measures completed by
teachers and children. In short, the program impacts are real, and they are large enough to be so-
cially significant.

C. Mediating Processes

The conceptual model guiding the study can be helpful in understanding how parents'
participation in an employment-based poverty-reduction program translated into impacts on their
children's school performance and social behavior. Two major theoretical traditions guided the
selection of processes shown in the model (see Chapter 1, Figure 1.4): those emphasizing family
resources and those emphasizing parenting and. socialization.

The paths in the conceptual model that pertain to resources are those that trace changes in
income, material well-being, and time resources through children's activities, child care, and
family management. According to this view, the improvements in family income and material
well-being could enable parents to provide more stimulating and varied experiences for their
children both at home and away from home.

Child care was a major resource provided by New Hope; the subsidy was used by almost
half of the parents in the CFS sample. New Hope parents used center-based child care for both
preschool and elementary school children, as well as extended day care in schools. Although we
have little information on the quality of care in these settings, there is some evidence that center-
based care, on average, is more likely than home-based care to enhance both academic and social
skills." Similarly, school-based extended day care for elementary school children can contribute
to school performance, partly because it provides a setting for tutoring, completing assignments,
and engaging in a variety of activities."

Organized activities during nonschool hours constitute another potential means by which
children in program group families acquired social and academic skills. As children move
through the years of middle childhood (from about ages 6 to 12), they achieve increasing auton-
omy and independence of adult supervision. Organized sports, recreation centers, clubs, and les-
sons all can provide structure, opportunities for learning and practicing skills, constructive peer

"Lamb, 1997.
"Posner and Vandell, 1994.

342



interaction, and contact with adults. The effects of New Hope on children's participation in
structured activities (formal child care and structured out-of-school activities) points toward out-
of-home activities as an important mediator of the effects on children's academic and social
functioning.

Parenting and parent-child relations are also pathways by which New Hope might convey
impacts to children. There is evidence that New Hope had positive effects on parents' psycho-
logical well-being and parenting, but these positive effects were concentrated in the group who
entered the program with full-time employment. These positive changes in parenting may have
been one path by which children's behavior was influenced, but if parenting was primarily re-
sponsible for the impacts on children, one would expect those impacts to be concentrated in this
subgroup.

The program impacts on children were at least as large, and often larger, for families who
were not working full time at random assignment. The major positive effects of the program on
parents in this subgroup were increased work hours, earnings, and income. Although these par-
ents benefited from social support provided by the program, the impact on their psychological
well-being was more mixed because they also felt more time pressure than control group mem-
bers did. It appears, then, that the resources resulting from New Hope participation may have
been important mediators of the child outcomes. New Hope provided parents with the means to
use formal child care; the slight increases in cash income may also have enabled them to pay for
lessons, sports activities, and clubs, many of which require a monetary contribution from fami-
lies. These added resources may have been particularly important to these subgroup members
because their incomes were lower and their poverty deeper than those of people who were em-
ployed full time at random assignment.

D. Policy Implications

Whatever the reasons, the combination of circumstances brought about by New Hope led
to improved school performance and social behavior, particularly for boys. An intervention that
significantly reduces antisocial behavior and improves school performance for boys living in
poor families could produce important long-term benefits. Many children in New Hope families
are statistically at risk for delinquency and school failure as they approach adolescence. By defi-
nition, their families are poor; most are ethnic minorities, and most are headed by single mothers.
If the experiences provided through New Hope can change young boys' trajectories toward better
school performance, more competent social behavior, and fewer problems of poor behavior con-
trol, the odds of school completion and socially competent adolescent development will be in-
creased.

Access to formal child care, extended day care in schools, and structured out-of-school
activities appears to be an important path by which the New Hope impacts on children occurred.
If that is correct, there are clear public policy implications. Public policy can readily increase
availability of child care, after-school activities, and other opportunities for supervised, struc-
tured activities for children, which may, in turn, significantly alter developmental trajectories for
young boys and girls in low-income families.
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Chapter 8

Costs and Benefits of New Hope

The preceding chapters presented effects of the New Hope program on many aspects of
participants' lives. The program increased sample members' work effort and increased the in-
come of many participants, but reduced the income of some; reduced stress, worries, and material
hardship; stimulated use of formal child care; and improved some measures of parenting and
some child outcomes. All of these program effects define New Hope's "benefits" for its partici-
pants. This chapter presents the costs of bringing about these effects, comparing these costs to
different measures of program benefits.

In brief, net benefits of New Hope are estimated as follows: After the "unit cost" of the
various services provided to program group members (for example, of providing one monthly
earnings supplement or of enrolling one family in New Hope's HMO plan) are established, the
next step is to multiply the unit costs by the amount of services provided to participants. The re-
sult is a "gross" cost estimate of the expenses incurred by New Hope for the services it provided
during the two-year follow-up period. The next step is to subtract costs of similar services used
by controls outside the New Hope context. (Data on the use and the cost of these services are not
very detailed, making these estimates less precise than those based on cost data for program
group members only.) This produces an estimate of the "net cost" of New Hope, which can then
be compared with program benefits such as increases in income and work effort, producing an
estimate of the program's "net benefit." A diagram summarizes these steps:

Unit cost of providing
a service

Amount of service
provided

Gross cost of providing
New Hope

Gross cost of providing
New Hope

Benefits of New Hope

Cost of comparable
control services

Net cost of providing
New Hope

Net cost of providing
New Hope
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The estimates of program benefits and costs discussed here are not complete. First, by
design the analysis is limited to items that were included in the evaluation's data collection ef-
forts, and among those items the analysis relies mostly on outcomes that were measured in
monetary terms. In other words, the comparison of benefits and costs does not quantify important
outcomes such as time use, stress, worries, and other measures of personal well-being. Second,
this comparison of costs and benefits does not capture any long-term effects of New Hope on
participants and their families. A more comprehensive analysis of costs and benefits would in-
clude experiences in the third year of follow-up and beyond. Such an analysis will appear in a
future report. For details on assumptions underlying the benefit-cost study, see the text box at the

end of the chapter.

L Key Findings

New Hope spent $9,056 per program group member to provide all program
services for two years.

Child care subsidies were the most expensive component of the New Hope
program, accounting for 26.2 percent of all program costs.

Offsetting New Hope's program expenses were $944 in savings to other pro-
grams, such as AFDC, Food Stamps, Medicaid, and other programs providing
assistance with child care.

On average, each program group member experienced a net benefit of $4,616.

Overall, the costs of operating New Hope exceeded the program's measured
benefits to participants. However, many benefits were not valued in dollar
terms and not accounted for in the analysis. For the two main subgroups pre-
sented in this report, the program proved more cost effective for those not em-
ployed full time at random assignment.

II. The Cost of Providing New Hope's Services

As mentioned throughout the report, the New Hope program combined four separate
components, which program group members could use in different combinations or all together,
depending on their needs and circumstances. Table 8.1 presents the cost of providing a single
unit of each of these components and also shows the monthly expenses of program administra-
tion, case management, and benefit administration.' The table shows that the most expensive
program component in terms of its cost per unit was the child care subsidy at $329 per month per
child. This subsidy would have been especially large in families with several young children.
Health care accounted for a substantial proportion of program expenses as well, with subsidies
averaging $203 for households using HMO benefits and $77 for workers who had employer-

'All these costs are based on an analysis of program operations during what is known as a "steady-state" period
of operations. This means that start-up and wind-down issues affecting the New Hope Project are not reflected in
these costs.
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Table 8.1

The New Hope Project

Estimated Unit Costs of New Hope Services per Program Group Member
(in 1996 dollars)

Component

New Hope earnings supplement

Health benefits

New Hope HMO health insurances
New Hope contribution toward
employer's health insurance

New Hope child care subsidy

Community service job (CSJ) wagesb

Program administration`

Case management, benefit administration,
development and management of CSJs

Unit Cost ($)

126

Description of Unit

Per month for those receiving it

203 Per month per covered household

77 Per month per covered household

329 Per month per covered child

4.75 Hourly minimum wage

42 Per month for those enrolled

98 Per month for those enrolled

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using expenditure data from the New Hope Project accounting system and
MIS client-tracking database.

NOTES: aBased on HMO cost of $120 per month per covered adult or child, less participant copay.
b
The $4.75 hourly minimum wage became effective on October 1, 1996. Prior to that date it was $4.25

per hour. On September 1, 1997 it became $5.15 per hour.

cEnrollees include all program group members randomly assigned to the New Hope program.
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provided insurance but paid an employee contribution. The earnings supplement amounted to
$126 per month for those receiving it.

In addition to these subsidies and services, the program spent $140 a month for program
administration and case management for every program group member. These costs covered
processing benefits, developing and managing community service jobs (CSJs), and providing
advice or counseling. Finally, CSJ wages were also paid out of program funds and were linked
directly to the minimum wage. At the end of program year 1996, a CSJ would have cost New
Hope $4.75 per hour worked, or an average of $620 for a full-time month-long CSJ.2

Table 8.2 presents both New Hope program costs and costs incurred by other agencies on
behalf of both control group members and program group members. The unit costs presented in
Table 8.1 are combined with New Hope participation data and translated into average costs per
participant accumulated over the 24-month follow-up period. These figures reflect the average
rate of use of each of the program benefits, as presented in Chapter 3. The table shows that pro-
viding New Hope's services for two years cost an average of $9,056 per program group member.
Twenty-six percent of that amount was spent on child care, 26.0 percent on case management,

and 11.1 percent on program administration.3 CSJ wages accounted for 10.4 percent, health in-
surance for 16.2 percent, and the earnings supplement for 10.0 percent.

The costs incurred by programs other than New Hope are presented here because it is
possible that by providing certain services as part of the program, New Hope reduced the use of
similar services provided by other public agencies, resulting in a reduction of the effective cost of
the program. Data on the use of services outside the New Hope program are not asdetailed or as
reliable as the New Hope program data.4 In some cases, benefits for 24 months were estimated
from survey reports covering a single month at the end of the two-year follow-up period. In other

cases, benefits were estimated using unit cost data from studies other than the evaluation of New
Hope. Most important, it is possible that significant cost items were not captured by either the
survey or the administrative data collection efforts and were omitted from this table altogether.

Table 8.2 shows that New Hope appears to have reduced some public expenses on behalf
of its participants, most notably in the area of public assistance benefits. This reduced the pro-
gram's total net cost by 11.6 percent, to $8,112 per enrolled program group member for the two-
year evaluation period. It is important to note that if New Hope had been on the same scale, it
would have reduced many of these public expenditures much more substantially. For example, in
17.5 percent of all months in which New Hope provided health care coverage, the beneficiaries
were also covered by Medicaid. Such overlap of services (in this case amounting to an added cost
of about $182 (per program group member) would have been eliminated had New Hope been a
true full-scale alternative to the existing welfare system. Also, New Hope's costs are being com-
pared in this table with Wisconsin's old AFDC system. Under its successor, Wisconsin Works,

'This is calculated by multiplying 30 (the number of hours per week), 4.35 (the number of weeks per month),
and 4.75 (the minimum wage after October 1, 1996).

31t is important to realize that considerable staff time was spent trying to engage "inactive" program group
members, who otherwise received few services or benefits.

4For details, see the text box at the end of the chapter.
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Table 8.2

The New Hope Project.

Estimated Two-Year Gross and Net Cost of New Hope per Participant
(in 1996 dollars)

Component
Program
Group

Control
Group Difference

Percent of
Total

New Hope program costs

New Hope earnings supplement 911 911 10.1

Health benefits

New Hope HMO health insurances 1,247 1,247 13.8
New Hope contribution toward
employer's health insurance 217 217 2.4

New Hope child care subsidy 2,376 2,376 26.2

Community service job (CSJ) wagesb 945 945 10.4

Program administration` 1,008 1,008 11.1

Case management, benefit administration,
development and management of CSJs 2,352 2,352 26.0

Total gross program cost for two years 9,056 9,056

Costs incurred by other programs

Transfer programs
AFDC 3,877 4,002 -125
Food Stamps 2,905 2,887 17
Supplemental Security Income 61 78 -17
Administrative overhead on transfers 821 836 -15

Health benefits
Medicaid 3,710 3,768 -58
Medicaid administrative cost 445 452 -7

Milwaukee County child care subsidy 329 988 -659
Child care administrative cost 39 119 -80

Total costs of other programs 12,187 13,130 -944

Net cost of New Hope 8,112
(continued)
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Table 8.2 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using expenditure data from the New Hope Project accounting system,

MIS client-tracking database, the New Hope and two-year survey; Wisconsin Department of Industry,

Labor and Human Relations Unemployment Compensation Division earnings records; Wisconsin

Department of Workforce Development AFDC and Food Stamp records; Milwaukee County child care

data; Medicaid data from the State of Wisconsin Bureau of Health Care Financing; and administrative

cost estimates from prior MDRC benefit-cost studies.

NOTES: For more detailed notes, see the text box at the end of this chapter.

aBased on HMO cost of $120 per month per covered adult or child, less participant copay.
bThe $4.75 hourly minimum wage became effective on Octover 1, 1996. Prior to that date it was

$4.25 per hour. On September 1, 1997 it became $5.15 per hour.

`Includes overhead expenditures such as rent, utilities, and depreciation.
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expenditures on behalf of beneficiaries might have been higher, as much richer program services
are made available to participants in Wisconsin Works.'

III. A Comparison of Program Costs and Benefits

A. Costs and Benefits for the Full Sample

Table 8.3 represents the next step in this analysis, summarizing the benefits and costs of
New Hope from three different perspectives: participants, program funders and nonparticipant
taxpayers, and society as a whole. Thus, for example, the increase in EIC benefits constitutes a
$161 increase in income for participants, but a $161 loss for other taxpayers (who now need to
pay more). The nonparticipant taxpayers' losses cancel out the participants' gains and the result
for society is no net gain or loss, as evidenced by the empty cell in the third column (zero values
are not shown in the table to improve its readability).

The first column shows that New Hope produced a substantial net benefit for participants.
Measurable costs of being in the program were limited to modest reductions in non-CSJ earn-
ings, AFDC, and SSI. In addition, program participants paid more Social Security and income
taxes, but they were more than offset by higher EIC benefits. Overall, participants experienced a
net gain of $1,490 in their cash income and an increase of $3,126 in health insurance and in child
care benefits, which are valued at their cost to New Hope and may be higher (or lower) than the
actual cash value to participants. The latter would be a more relevant value, but is very difficult
to measure. Calculated this way, total net measured benefits for participants amounted to $4,616.

The second column of Table 8.3 shows the cost to program funders and nonparticipant
taxpayers to provide these benefits. Nonparticipant taxpayer contributions were limited in this
demonstration because the project was mostly funded by private foundations; however, if New
Hope were implemented as a public program, these costs would have been borne by this group.
Also, any savings in public benefits accrued to nonparticipant taxpayers, not to the original fun-
ders of New Hope. Overall, the costs to program fenders and nonparticipants closely mirror the
benefits to participants, increased by administrative costs and case management, which have to
be funded but do not produce direct cash benefits for program participants.' Combining all ad-
ministrative and case management costs, these expenses add a net amount of $3,258 to the esti-
mated per-participant cost of operating New Hope, raising the total two-year net cost for nonpar-
ticipant taxpayers to $7,235 per participant.

A different way to look at this is to compare the expenses borne by nonparticipant tax-
payers with the benefits accruing to participants. If one considers only cash transfers, $1,796
transferred from nonparticipant taxpayers increased participants' incomes by $1,490, or by about
830 for every dollar spent. Taking into account the value of CSJ work to society, here valued at

50n the other hand, Wisconsin Works expenditures could have been lower since fewer households participated
in W-2 and services, such as child care, were not always available as the state ran into difficulty paying providers on
a timely basis during the start-up period.

6These administrative costs were reduced by administrative "savings" resulting from program group members
using fewer public services.

-256- n in



Table 8.3

The New Hope Project

Estimated Two-Year Benefits of New Hope per Participant (in 1996 dollars)

Perspective

Component Participants
Program Funders

and Nonparticipants Society

Cash income and Food Stamps

Earnings, excluding CSJ - 306 - 306

CSJ earningsa + 945 - 945

EIC + 161 - 161

Income taxes and other taxes (15 percent) - 96 + 96

Earnings supplement + 911 - 911

AFDC - 125 + 125

Food Stamps + 17 - 17

Supplemental Security Income - 17 + 17

Total cash income and Food Stamps + 1,490 - 1,796 - 306

Value of CSJ work + 945 + 945

Total cash, Food Stamps, and CSJ work + 1,490 - 851 + 639

Health and child care benefits

New Hope HMO health insuranceb + 1,247 - 1,247

New Hope contribution toward
employer's health insurance + 217 - 217

Medicaid - 58 + 58

New Hope child care subsidy + 2,376 - 2,376

Milwaukee County child care subsidy - 659 + 659

Total health insurance and child care + 3,123 - 3,123

Administration, overhead, and case
management services

New Hope program administratione - 1,008 - 1,008

New Hope case management, benefit administration,
development and management of CSJs - 2,352 - 2,352

Administration of other programsd + 102 + 102

Total administration and case management - 3,258 - 3,258

Total net financial benefit/loss + 4,613 - 7,232 - 2,619

Other benefits and costs

Increased work effort/self-sufficiency + + +

Reduced stress/worries + +

Improved child outcomes + + +

Improved health outcomes + + +

Increased equity in society + + +
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Table 8.3 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using expenditure data from the New Hope Project accounting system, MIS
client-tracking database, and two-year survey; Wisconsin Department of Industry, Labor andHuman Relations
Unemployment Compensation Division earnings records; Wisconsin Department ofWorkforce Development
AFDC and Food Stamp records; Milwaukee County child care data; Medicaid data from the State of Wisconsin
Bureau of Health Care Financing; Tax data from the State of Wisconsin, Department ofRevenue; and
administrative cost estimates from prior MDRC benefit-cost studies.

NOTES: For more detailed notes, see the textbox at the end of this chapter.

aThe $4.75 hourly minimum wage became effective on October 1, 1996. Prior to that date it was $4.25 per
hour. On September 1, 1997 it became $5.15 per hour.

bBased
on HMO cost of $120 per month per covered adult or child, less participant copay.

cIncludes overhead expenditures such as rent, utilities, and depreciation.
d
Includes AFDC, Food Stamps, Supplemental Security Income, Medicaid, and Milwaukee County child care.
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the minimum wage,' this ratio is much more positive. The net transfer cost for program funders
and nonparticipant taxpayers is now $851, meaning that a dollar spent on cash transfers by non-
participant taxpayers would increase participants' cash incomes by $1.75.

When health and child care benefits and administrative costs are included, achieving a
total of $4,616 in benefits to participants requires a total investment of $7,235 by nonparticipant
taxpayers. In other words, after these costs are taken into account, only 640 of every dollar spent
by funders and nonparticipant taxpayers reaches participants. The added costs are reflected in the
third column of the table, which shows an overall net loss to society of $2,619 per participant.

At this point it is important to consider the "other benefits and costs" shown in Table 8.3.
These important benefits and costs were either not measured or not quantifiable. Thus, for exam-
ple, we know that taxpayers, participants and nonparticipants, value work effort and increased
self-sufficiency. The fact that taxpayers and politicians are willing to pay more for welfare-to-
work programs than for welfare alone attests to these values. However, a simple dollar-for-dollar
comparison of earnings gains and welfare reductions does not take these preferences into ac-
count. Another important program benefit, to participants if not to other taxpayers, is the reduc-
tion in their levels of stress and worry. While some of this reduction is the direct result of higher
income and in-kind benefits, some of it is related to the stability and guaranteed work offered by
New Hope or may reflect the help and support of New Hope staff. The cost of providing such
support is easy to quantify, but the benefits are difficult to express in dollars and cents.

A number of potential long-term benefits are not captured by this report and by this bene-
fit-cost comparison. Presumably, the increased work effort of program participants will translate
into better long-term employment outcomes, even after CSJs and earnings supplements have
ended. And increased health coverage may have long-term benefits for the health of participants
and their families, which translate into greater personal well-being, increased productivity, and
lower future health care costs for society. New Hope also improved certain important outcomes
for participants' children, either by increasing their family's disposable income or by exposing
them to better child care and other activities. The long-term benefits of those improvements may
be hardest to quantify now, but most important in the future.

Finally, an important aspect of any program that redistributes income from taxpayers to
low-income workers is that it increases equity in society. This has value above and beyond the
value of the added income to the low-income workers who benefit directly. A different way of
looking at this is to give different weight to a dollar gain for participants versus a dollar loss for
other taxpayers. Right now, New Hope would break even financially if a dollar gained by par-
ticipants would be worth $1.57 to taxpayers.

B. Costs and enefits by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Throughout this report, impact estimates have been presented for two different sub-
groups, defined by their full-time employment status at random assignment. It was found that
those employed full time at random assignment (one-third of the sample) received more New
Hope benefits, while those not employed full time experienced more substantial program effects

'See Brock, Butler, and Long (1993) for a discussion of the benefits of unpaid work experience. In this paper,
the authors argue for valuation of these benefits at the minimum wage.
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on their employment outcomes. However, reductions in welfare receipt were stronger for the
former group. All of this is reflected in comparisons of costs and benefits involving these two
groups.

Table 8.4 shows New Hope program costs and costs incurred by other programs for the
two employment subgroups. (Unlike other tables in this report, this table shows the estimates for
the two subgroups side by side rather than in separate panels.) In comparing figures across this
table important differences emerge. As expected, New Hope program costs were substantially
larger for those employed full time at random assignment than for those not so employed. (The
former group had a stronger work history and could also begin receiving benefits immediately,
while the latter group would first have to secure full-time employment.) New Hope spent an av-
erage of $11,000 for each program group member who was employed full time at random as-
signment compared with $8,148 for each control group member.

We did not distinguish expenses for program administration, case management, and man-
agement of CSJs for individual sample members, which means that the estimated expenses for
those activities are the same for both employment subgroups. In reality, these costs were proba-
bly somewhat lower for those employed full time than for those not employed full time because
New Hope project reps would have had to spend more time in attempting to help the latter group
find full-time employment.

While New Hope program expenses were larger for those already employed full time,
savings by public programs were larger for this group as well. During the two years of follow-up,
local, state, and federal governments saved $2,163 on average for each of these sample members
enrolled in New Hope. Corresponding savings for those not employed full time at random as-
signment were $483. For those employed full time, these savings were primarily accounted for
by reductions in AFDC, Food Stamps, Medicaid, and child care subsidies. For those not so em-
ployed, reductions in Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and child care subsidies were most
important.' Total net costs per program group member were $8,837 for those employed full time
at random assignment and $7,665 for those not so employed.

Table 8.5 compares these costs with two-year benefits to participants by employment
status. The first panel (cash income and Food Stamps) shows that New Hope produced a net loss
of $1,143 for those employed full time at random assignment. Participants lost an average of
$781 and funders and nonparticipant taxpayers lost $362. New Hope's earnings supplement was
not large enough to make up for lower earnings and lost benefits. However, the picture was posi-
tive for those not employed full time at random assignment (two-thirds of the sample). The par-
ticipants experienced an average net gain of $2,391, only partly offset by a loss of $1,011 for
funders and nonparticipant taxpayers.

Taking into account health and child care benefits dramatically improves the program's
benefits as seen from the perspective of participants who were employed full time at random as-
signment. After subtracting reductions in Medicaid use and government-funded child care subsi-
dies, the net health care and child care benefits provided to this group amounted to an average of

'It is important to note that the SSI effects presented in this chapter were derived from self-reported benefit re-
ceipt in a single month preceding the two-year follow-up interview. This means that the estimated $26 reduction in
average SSI benefits for those not employed full time at random assignment is somewhat unreliable.
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Table 8.4

The New Hope Project

Estimated Two-Year Gross and Net Cost of New Hope per Participant (in 1996 dollars),
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Component

Employed Full Time Not Employed Full Time

Program
Group

Control
Group Difference

Program
Group

Control
Group Difference

New Hope program costs

New Hope earnings supplement 1,127 1,127 814 814

Health benefits

New Hope HMO health insurances 2,195 2,195 801 801

New Hope contribution toward
employer's health insurance 377 377 140 140

New Hope child care subsidy 3,406 - 3,406 1,892 1,892

Community service job (CSJ) wagesb 535 535 1,141 1,141

Program administration` 1,008 1,008 1,008 1,008

Case management, benefit administration,
development and management of CSJs 2,352 2,352 2,352 2,352

Total gross program cost for two years 11,000 11,000 8,148 8,148

Costs incurred by other programs

Transfer programs
AFDC 2,077 2,578 -501 4,668 4,652 16

Food Stamps 2,131 2,473 -342 3,245 3,079 166

Supplemental Security Income 43 38 5 70 96 -26

Administrative overhead on transfers 510 611 -101 958 939 19

Health benefits
Medicaid 2,525 2,958 -433 4,221 4,149 72

Medicaid administrative cost 303 355 -52 507 498 9

Milwaukee County child care subsidy 329 988 -659 329 988 -659

Child care administrative cost 39 119 -80 39 119 -80

Total costs of other programs 7,957 10,120 -2,163 14,037 14,520 -483

Net cost of ew Hope 8,837 7,665

SOURCES: See Table 8.2.

NOTES: The estimated expenditures for subgroups is the same as for the full program group or control group when
information on individual sample members was unavailable. This applies to the costs of program administration, case
management, benefit administration, development and management of CSJs, and Milwaukee County child care.

See Table 8.2 for additional notes.
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$4,847 per sample member, or more than six times their loss in cash income and Food Stamps. In
contrast, those not employed full time at random assignment received "only" an additional
$2,273 in health care and child care benefits. As discussed in earlier chapters, these patterns are
so different because the former group had easier access to New Hope's benefits owing to their
full-time employment status, and the latter group had more alternatives, in the form of Medicaid
and child care subsidies provided by the welfare department, limiting the net contribution by
New Hope (relative to the control group).

Consequently, when cash benefits and in-kind benefits are combined, the two employ-
ment subgroups received remarkably similar benefits from New Hope. Those employed full time
at random assignment received $4,066 in benefits compared with $4,664 for those not employed
full time at random assignment. However, these benefits accrued at substantially higher costs to
society for those already employed full time. Because none of their benefits were the direct result
of their working more, funders and nonparticipant taxpayers paid for all of them, including ad-
ministrative overhead. The total cost to funders and nonparticipant taxpayers was $8,332, or $2
for every dollar of benefits received by participants employed full time at random assignment.
This unbalance was much less pronounced for those not employed full time at random assign-
ment; for them, $4,664 in program benefits cost $6,596 to procure, which is equivalent to an
outlay of $1.41 for every dollar of benefits received by participants.

Needless to say, like the full sample estimates presented above, these subgroup estimates
also do not account for many, possibly important, program benefits. Those employed full time at
random assignment had more manageable working lives and better parenting outcomes, and they
were less dependent on AFDC or Food Stamps, all of which are considered positive effects that
are not explicitly valued here. For those not employed full time at random assignment there may
be long-term earnings gains, which also are not captured in this two-year comparison of costs
and benefits. However, it seems clear that a program like New Hope is most cost effective if it
increases work effort in addition to providing program benefits. Inclusion of participants who are
employed full time at enrollment limits the ability of such programs to pay for themselves.
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Assumptions Underlying the Benefit-Cost Estimates

Because of the short time frame covered by this report, a comprehensive benefit-
cost analysis is somewhat premature. The full costs and benefits of New Hope
will not be known until later. New Hope participants remained eligible for a third
year of New Hope at the time these data were collected.

Estimating the cost of control group members' participation in other programs
(and, usually, to a lesser extent, program group members' use of other programs)
required making various assumptions when complete information was unavail-
able. Likewise, estimating subgroup costs and benefits, as well as those for the
full sample, meant making additional assumptions. At the end of the five-year
follow-up period, a full benefit-cost analysis will be presented. The more tentative
two-year estimates are based on the following data sources and assumptions:

Two-year data sources: New Hope costs for running the program and providing
benefits and services calculated using expenditure data from the New Hope Proj-
ect accounting system for the period between January 1996 and June 1997. Dur-
ing this 18-month period, called the steady-state period, all 678 program group
members were enrolled in New Hope. During this period there were no expendi-
tures for recruitment or orientation. Non-program-related expenditures (for exam-
ple, the cost of the evaluation study) were excluded. Most two-year program costs
were obtained by multiplying the average monthly cost (during the 18-month pe-
riod) by 24.

Other two-year cost and benefit data are from Wisconsin state and county admin-
istrative records and the New Hope two-year survey.

Assumptions: The estimation of two-year benefit amounts and the two-year costs
of other programs used by control group members (and some program group
members) are based on the 24 relative-month period, which covers each sample
member's initial 24 months after random assignment to the study. This means that
steady-state costs are matched with benefits and program participation during a
different time frame.

A 12 percent administrative cost was applied to each of the following programs:
AFDC, Food Stamps, Supplemental Security Income, Medicaid, and Milwaukee
County Child Care. The rate was chosen after reviewing administrative cost rates
in prior MDRC benefit-cost studies of programs with somewhat similar charac-
teristics.

Nonmonetary costs (for example, increased time pressure) and benefits (for ex-
ample, reduced worries) are not quantified and therefore are not included in the
bottom line benefit-cost comparison.

(continued)
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(continued)

The benefit-cost study includes most monetary data sources but some quantifi-
able benefits and costs are missing; for example, the cost of housing subsidies
was not available.

Most New Hope subgroup cost estimates were calculated using Table 3.2 par-
ticipation data. However, for the New Hope program administration, case man-
agement, benefit administration, and development and management of CSJs
costs, the lack of information on the treatment of individual sample members
means that the estimated expenditures are the same for subgroups as for the full
program group.

For subgroups, the estimation of CSJ wage costs are based on the percentage
who ever used a CSJ for each subgroup. However, it was assumed that the aver-
age 24-month CSJ wages per CSJ participant are the same for members of both
subgroups.

In estimating costs of New Hope health benefits for the full program group
and/or within subgroups it was assumed that recipients of either type of bene-
fits (New Hope HMO benefit or New Hope contribution to employer insurance)
used that type of health benefit for the same average number of months.

Milwaukee child care costs for program and control group members are based
on six months of actual participation data (January through June 1996) and then
extrapolated to 24 months. For subgroups, the cost per program group member
and the cost per control group member were assumed to be the same as the full
sample cost since subgroup participation rates were not available.

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) estimates are based on two-year survey re-
spondents' reports of the prior month's receipt of this benefit.

For subgroups, the New Hope program administration cost and case manage-
ment cost per program group member are assumed to be the same as the full
program group cost. Even though there was a lack of information on subgroup
per person costs, assuming the same cost makes sense for program administra-
tion because staff training, computer systems, and so on, are expenditures on
behalf of all participants regardless of subgroup status.

Lastly, for both subgroups, child care users are assumed to have the same aver-
age number of children.
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Appendix A

Local, State, and National Donors
for the Pilot and Full Programs

(as of June 1999)
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Appendix Table A.1

The New Hope Project

Local, State, and National Donors for the Pilot and Full Programs
(as of June 1999)

Amount and Donor

$1,000,000 and over
Helen Bader Foundation

John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation
Mott Foundation

Rockefeller Foundation
State of Wisconsin

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

$250,000 to $999,999
Ameritech / Wisconsin Bell
Annie E. Casey Foundation

Ford Foundation
William T. Grant Foundation

Northwestern Mutual Life
Wisconsin Energy Corporation

$100,000 to $249,999
Firstar

Fortis (Time) Insurance
Johnson Controls
Joyce Foundation

Marshall and Ils ley
Faye Mc Beath Foundation

Milwaukee Foundation
National Institute of Child Health

and Human Development
WICOR

$50,000 to $99,999
ANR Pipeline
A.O. Smith

Banc One
City of Milwaukee
Harley Davidson

Mortgage Guaranty Insurance Corporation
Pollybill Foundation

$25,000 to $49,999
Bucyrus-Erie

Robert W. Baird and Company
Journal Communications

Marcus Corporation
Marquette Electronics
Steigleder Foundation

United Wisconsin Service
Universal Foods

University of Michigan

$5,000 to $24.999
American Express

Andersen Consulting
Arthur Andersen LLP
Birnschein Foundation

Emory Clark Foundation
Patrick and Ann Cudahy Foundation

Dairy land Charitable Trust
Harnischfeger Industries

Helfaer Foundation
Kohl's Corporation

Master lock
Judy and David Meissner

Midwest Express
North Shore Bank

Norwest Bank
Pick Charitable Trust

Warner Cable Communications
Weyenburg Trust

under $5,000
35 - 40 donors

SOURCE: New Hope Project.
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Appendix B

Comparison of the New Hope Project
and Wisconsin Works
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Appendix C

Data Sources

This appendix documents the data sources used to describe the two-year impacts of the
New Hope program. Table C.1 lists the samples for whom data were collected.

Field Research. MDRC staff observed New Hope program operations and
interviewed participants, project representatives, and program managers. In-
formation was collected about a range of issues, such as program history, staff
responsibilities, and participant transition during the last year of the program.
Materials gathered from these visits were used throughout the report, but par-
ticularly in Chapter 2 and Appendix M.

Baseline Data. Baseline characteristics were collected for all program and
control group members using the Background Information Form (BIF) and the
Private Opinion Survey (POS). The BIF was the primary source of data on
baseline characteristics. In addition, the POS, which was voluntary, elicited
applicants' attitudes and opinions on their work experience and related obsta-
cles and aids to obtaining or retaining employment. Both the BIF and POS
were completed prior to random assignment. These data were used in Chapter
3 and Appendix L.

New Hope Management Information System (MIS) Data. The MIS data-
base contains information on baseline characteristics for the full sample and
tracks all program group members. It provides data on the use of New Hope
financial benefits and community service jobs (CSJs) for all participants in
New Hope. For this report, 24 months of follow-up data are available for all
program group members. New Hope participation data were used in Chapter
3.

Administrative Records. AFDC and Food Stamp payment data (January
1995-December 1997) were obtained from the State of Wisconsin for eligible
New Hope sample members and their spouses (spouse or partner declared at
the time of random assignment). The Wisconsin Bureau of Health Care Fi-
nancing provided Medicaid payment data for the New Hope sample, which
consisted of monthly records showing Medicaid eligibility for the period be-
tween October 1994 and March 1997. Almost all Medicaid-eligible cases in
Milwaukee belong to HMOs for which the state pays a standard annual fee.
Unemployment insurance (UI) wage data were also obtained from the State of
Wisconsin for the period between January 1994 and December 1997 for New
Hope sample members and their spouses. These data were used in Chapters 4,
5, and 8.

Tax Records. Data from these records were obtained from the State of Wis-
consin for the purpose of estimating Earned Income Credit (EIC) benefits. See
Appendix H for details. These data were used in Chapters 4, 5, and 8.
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Two-Year Survey: Core Economic Impacts. All New Hope sample
members who were randomly assigned to either the program or control group
were eligible for the two-year survey. The purpose of this survey was to
provide information for assessing the impacts of New Hope in such areas as
employment, earnings, benefits, household income, economic well-being,
health insurance coverage, and child care arrangements. The survey interviews
took place between December 1996 and January 1998 and could be
administered either by telephone or in person. These data were used in
Chapters 3, 4, and 5. (Appendix F describes the survey methodology in detail
and response rates and nonresponse bias issues.)

Two-Year Survey: Child and Family Impacts. A subset of New Hope
sample members were also eligible for the Child and Family Study (CFS).
The CFS sample is defined as those members of the full sample who had at
least one child between ages 1 and 10 (12 to 131 months) at random
assignment. All racial and ethnic groups are represented in the CFS subgroup
except for Asians and Pacific Islanders (largely recent Hmong immigrants),
who were excluded owing to concerns about the cultural appropriateness of
the measures used to assess child and family outcomes. The parent and child
interviews for the CFS were usually conducted at the same time as the
interview about core economic outcomes. Mostly in-person interviews were
conducted with sample members who had children between ages 3 and 12 at
the two-year follow-up. The parent interviews concerned parenting, time use,
parent's psychosocial well-being, and information on up to two focal children
between ages 3 and 12 at the two-year follow-up. In addition, up to two focal
children between ages 6 and 12 at the two-year follow-up were themselves
interviewed about their activities, feelings, social behavior, and aspirations.
The child and family data were used in Chapters 5, 6, and 7. (Appendix F,
concerning the survey methodology, also describes this component of the
survey and response patterns.)

Teacher Survey. New Hope sample members who completed the module of
the two-year survey about child and family impacts the "parent interview"

and who had school-age children (5 to 12) at the two-year follow-up were
asked for permission to obtain information from their children's teacher.
Teachers were not told about the New Hope program. The purpose of the
questionnaire was to obtain additional information about the school progress
and social behavior of a subset of CFS children. Questionnaires were mailed
in three waves: in early May 1997, mid October 1997, and mid May 1998.
Data from the teacher survey were used in Chapters 6 and 7 and Appendix L.
(See Appendix D for details on the teacher survey methodology.)

Neighborhood Survey. From December 1995 to June 1996, an in-person sur-
vey was conducted in the Northside and Southside neighborhoods from which
New Hope candidates were recruited. The purpose of this survey was to de-
termine the characteristics of households residing in the target neighborhoods,
what proportion of neighborhood residents were potentially eligible for New
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Hope, and whether residents had heard about the program and factors associ-
ated with applying to the program. These data were used in Chapter 2.

Cost Data for the New Hope Program. Monthly expenditure data were ob-
tained from the New Hope accounting system for the period between January
1996 and June 1997 (a steady-state period when all 681 program group mem-
bers were eligible for services).

Program Documents and Published Materials. Labor market information
was compiled using a variety of sources. Data on job openings in the Milwau-
kee SMSA were obtained from reports published by the Employment and
Training Institute (ETI) of the University of WisconsinMilwaukee. ETI also
provided special runs of their survey data files. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics and the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development provided
statistics on unemployment rates. Calculations on the amount of time needed
to travel to jobs by bus were made using data provided by the Milwaukee
County Transit System Transit Guide for 1995. These data were used in
Chapter 2.

Data on the human service providers available in Milwaukee County were compiled us-
ing three resource directories: Help line Information and Referral Directory, Lincoln Park Com-
munity Service Support Directory (1995-1996), and the Milwaukee Public Library T.A.P. Into
Tutoring Guide (1995). New Hope staff reviewed the information. Information on the major
public assistance programs available to Milwaukee residents during 1994 through 1997 was ob-
tained from the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development, the Milwaukee Department
of City Development, the Milwaukee County Department of Health and Human Services, and the
Wisconsin Department of Revenue. These data were used in Chapter 2.

Various New Hope program documents were used throughout the report, but particularly
in Chapters 2 and 3 and Appendix M. These include "community outreach logs," which docu-
ment recruitment efforts, the New Hope program procedures manual, and participant transition
reports.

Several family vignettes, drawn from an ongoing ethnographic study of the impact of
New Hope, were presented in various chapters of the report. Included in the ethnographic study
is a subset of New Hope program and control group families drawn at random from the Child
and Family Study. The ethnographic work focuses on possible differences in the organization of
family activities and the family daily routine due to New Hope participation. It includes inter-
views with parents about their life circumstances and their views of New Hope and other serv-
ices, participant observation of family life, and participant observation of children of participat-
ing families. See Appendix J for more details.
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Appendix D

Procedures for the Teacher Survey

At the end of the parent interview, parents of school-age children (including those in kin-
dergarten) were asked for permission to obtain information from their teacher. Reports from 462
parents indicated that 666 children were aged 5 or over and were attending school. Permission to
contact teachers was granted for 566 of these children. Parents provided the name of the teacher
and the name and address of the school.

Because parent interviews were spread over the period from February 1997 through Janu-
ary 1998, questionnaires were collected in three waves: May 1997, October 1997, and May 1998.
The cover letter to teachers indicated that the children were participating in a study of children
and families and that the parents had granted permission to obtain information from their teach-
ers (a copy of the signed permission was included). Nothing about New Hope, welfare, or anti-
poverty programs was mentioned. Teachers were asked to respond, using their records if possi-
ble. A $10 gift certificate for a popular school supplies store in Milwaukee was included with the
letter.

Of the 566 children for whom we had received parental consent, 547 were eligible for the
teacher survey. Completed questionnaires were received for 424 of these children, an overall re-
sponse rate of 75 percent of children with consent and 64 percent of the total sample of school-
age children. For the final analyses, 420 children had usable information from the teacher survey.
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Appendix E

Comparison of Research Groups

This appendix assesses the effectiveness of the experimental design of the New Hope
evaluation. As discussed in Chapter 1, random assignment was incorporated into the research
design of the evaluation to create program and control groups that are balanced on all baseline
characteristics, measured and unmeasured, that may affect relevant outcome measures. As a re-
sult, any differences between the two groups that are found after random assignment can be at-
tributed to the program.

A systematic comparison of baseline characteristics can be used to verify that random
assignment indeed succeeded in creating two balanced research groups. Table E.1 compares se-
lected baseline characteristics for experimentals and controls. Statistical tests were performed to
evaluate the statistical significance of experimental-control group differences on the various
baseline measures. As expected, differences were generally small, although some were statisti-
cally significant. For example, a somewhat higher percentage of program group members were
ever employed (95.9 versus 93.5 percent) and program group members were more likely to work
full time at baseline (77.3 versus 75.3 percent). Also, a lower percentage of program group mem-
bers reported ever being arrested since their 16th birthday (21.1 percent versus 26.0 percent).

It is difficult to assess the overall effectiveness of random assignment from a broad set of
bivariate comparisons such as featured in Table E.1 because the large number of t-tests is likely
to generate differences that are "statistically significant" by chance. Also, the baseline character-
istics that underlie the statistical tests may not be entirely independent of one another. As a re-
sult, one significant difference in the table may generate another.

To address these problems, a multivariate analysis was used to measure the differences
between research groups in one statistical procedure. This procedure tests the hypothesis that ex-
perimentals and controls are drawn from the same population by attempting to discriminate be-
tween the two groups using baseline characteristics. The actual test is a joint F-test for the sig-
nificance of a set of coefficients in the following regression equation:

STATUS =13 0+EP Xx+

where STATUS is the experimental dummy, a is an intercept, Xx is a set of baseline characteris-
tics, and E is an error term. Table E.2 shows the results of an estimation of this equation, using
ordinary least squares. In this equation the Xx vector was represented by the same baseline char-
acteristics that were used as covariates in the impact regressions done for this report. The F-test
at the bottom of the table shows that the R2 is not significantly different from zero, implying that
there is no systematic relationship between the sample characteristics at baseline and the experi-
mental assignment variable. This finding, in turn, suggests that random assignment was effective.

t.)
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Appendix Table E.1

The New Hope Project

Selected Characteristics, Opinions, and Employment History of the New Hope Full Sample
at Random Assignment, by Research Status

Sample and Characteristic by Measure

Full
Sample

Research Status

P-Valuea
Program

Group
Control
Group

Selected Characteristics from Background Information Form

Demographic characteristic

Gender (%) 0.843

Female 71.6 71.4 71.9

Male 28.4 28.6 28.1

Age (%) 0.648

18-19 6.3 6.1 6.5

20-24 22.3 22.3 22.2

25-34 39.1 38.6 39.6

35-44 24.5 24.5 24.5

45-54 5.5 5.5 5.6

55 or over 2.4 3.1 1.6

Average age 31.8 31.9 31.6 0.563

Race/ethnicity (%) 0.775

African-American, non-Hispanic 51.4 51.8 51.0

Hispanic 26.5 25.8 27.1

White, non-Hispanic 13.0 12.8 13.1

Asian/Pacific Islander 5.8 5.6 6.0

Native American/Alaskan Native 3.4 4.0 2.8

Resides in neighborhood (%) 0.568

Northside 51.0 51.8 50.2

Southside 49.0 48.2 49.8

Household status

Shares household withb (%)
Spouse 11.9 12.0 11.8 0.925

Girlfriend/boyfriend 7.1 7.7 6.6 0.456

Children (own or partner's) 70.3 69.3 71.3 0.430

Others 24.0 22.9 25.1 0.356

Lives alone (%) 11.8 12.8 10.8 0.235

Marital status (%) 0.998

Never married 59.8 59.4 60.2

Married, living with spouse 12.2 12.5 11.9

Married, living apart 9.6 9.4 9.7

Separated, divorced, or widowed 18.3 18.6 18.1

Number of children in household (%) 0.657

None 29.0 29.7 28.3

1 20.3 19.6 21.1

2 19.2 20.2 18.3

3 or more 31.5 30.5 32.4

Among households with children,

Age of youngest childd (%) 0.648

2 or under 46.4 44.9 47.8

3-5 24.0 24.5 23.4

6 or over 29.7 30.6 28.8
(continued)

-285- '356



Appendix Table E.1 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic by Measure
Full

Sample

Research Status

P-Valuea

Program
Group

Control
Group

For CFS households, age of child (%) 0.422
1-3 (12-47 months) 59.0 57.1 60.7
4-10 (48-131 months) 72.0 74.1 69.9

Household has second potential wage earner (%) 12.8 13.1 12.5 0.737

Labor force status

Ever employed (%) 94.7 95.9 93.5 0.053 *

Ever employed full time (%) 84.9 85.7 84.1 0.417

For longest full-time job, among those ever employed full time
Average length of job (months) 37.2 38.5 36.0 0.317

Benefits provided (%)
Paid vacation 50.5 50.9 50.1 0.793
Paid sick leave 38.1 39.7 36.6 0.286
Medical coverage (individual) 29.7 29.1 30.3 0.667
Medical coverage (family) 27.6 27.4 27.9 0.870
Coverage by a union 13.6 14.3 13.0 0.504
Pension/retirement 20.1 21.6 18.6 0.206
Child care 1.5 1.2 1.8 0.444
Tuition reimbursement 7.7 8.5 7.0 0.359

Approximate earnings in past 12 months (%) 0.414
None 31.2 30.2 32.1
$1-999 15.8 17.4 14.1
$1,000-4,999 25.2 24.2 26.2
$5,000-9,999 16.7 16.1 17.4
$10,000-14,999 7.8 8.3 7.4
$15,000 or above 3.3 3.8 2.8

Current employment status (%) 0.953
Employed 37.5 37.9 37.1
Not employed 55.1 54.7 55.5
Missing 7.4 7.4 7.4

Among those currently employed,
Average hourly wage ($) 6.36 6.29 6.43 0.355
Average hours worked per week (%) 0.015 **

1-29 23.7 22.7 24.7
30 or more 76.3 77.3 75.3

Public assistance status

Currently receiving AFDC, General Assistance,
Food Stamps, or Medicaid (%)

Any type 62.9 61.1 64.7 0.171
AFDC 46.0 44.3 47.7 0.200
General Assistance 5.4 5.2 5.6 0.723
Food Stamps 57.5 56.1 58.9 0.286
Medicaid 51.6 49.4 53.8 0.109

Received assistance (AFDC, FS, GA, or Medicaid)
in past 12 months ( %) 70.6 68.9 72.3 0.170

(continued)

3 J'7
-286-



Appendix Table E.1 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic by Measure

Full
Sample

Research Status

P-Valuea
Program
Group

Control
Group

Total prior AFDC/GA cash assistancef (%) 0.855

None 25.1 25.0 25.3

Less than 2 years 29.5 30.5 28.5

2 years or more but less than 5 years 19.7 20.0 19.4

5 years or more 25.7 24.6 26.9

Resided as a child in a household receiving AFDC (%) 36.5 35.5 37.5 0.400

Educational status

Received high school diploma or GEDg (%) 57.3 58.1 56.5 0.900

Highest grade completed in school (average) 10.8 10.8 10.8 0.845

Currently enrolled in any type of education or training (%) 31.9 30.2 33.6 0.187

Other factors related to obtaining/retaining employment

Have access to a car (%) 41.5 41.0 42.0 0.724

Ever arrested for anything since 16th birthday (%) 23.5 21.1 26.0 0.035 **

Housing status (%) 0.877

Rent 87.7 87.3 88.2

Own 5.2 5.5 5.0

Other 7.0 7.3 6.8

Number of moves in past 2 years (%) 0.402

None 30.3 31.1 29.5

1 30.0 30.8 29.2

2 or more 35.2 33.0 37.3

Missing 4.6 5.0 4.1

Sample size 1357 678 679

Opinions and Employment History from Private Opinion Survey

Client-reported employment history

Number of full-time jobs (30 hours or more a week)
held in the past 5 years (%) 0.221

None 19.3 20.2 18.4

1
31.0 31.3 30.7

2 or 3 36.2 33.8 38.6

4 or more 13.5 14.7 12.3

When unemployed, length of time it took to find new work (%) 0.850

1 month or less 32.0 31.9 32.1

2-6 months 38.5 38.9 38.2

More than 6 months 12.5 12.9 12.2

Don't know 16.9 16.3 17.5

Client-reported difficulties while working

Among those ever employed, those who said that they sometimes
or often had these problems when they worked: (%)

Client felt the boss or supervisor picked on
or acted unfairly toward client 25.9 25.9 25.8 0.956

Family responsibilities interfered with the job and
this got client into trouble 24.4 25.0 23.9 0.693

-287- 3 58-
(continued)



Appendix Table E.1 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic by Measure
Full

Sample

Research Status

P-Valuea

Program
Group

Control
Group

There was too little help on the job to tell what to do and
what not to do and this got client into trouble 9.7 10.2 9.2 0.607

Client got into trouble even when client was only a little late 10.2 9.6 10.7 0.570
Client and the other workers argued and this got

client into trouble 2.8 2.7 3.0 0.837
Client did not like the way bosses or supervisors were

ordering client around 13.9 12.0 15.9 0.082 *
Client did not want to do work that other people should have

been doing and this got client into trouble 6.2 6.5 5.9 0.718
Client could never satisfy some customers and

this got client into trouble 2.8 2.7 2.8 0.983
Alcohol or drug use caused problems on client's job 4.6 4.2 5.1 0.528
Client got into trouble but never really understood

the reasons why
4.4 4.2 4.6 0.737

Client-reported situations that affect employment

Those who reported health problems that limit
the type of work they can do (%) 14.3 14.5 14.2 0.881

Those who have: (%)
Ever been evicted from an apartment or house over the last 10 years 17.5 16.8 18.2 0.567
Ever been homeless 21.5 22.9 20.0 0.246Ever quit a job 60.0 59.8 60.2 0.893

Client-reported education and training preferences

Those who agreed a lot that they wanted to: (%)
Go to school part time to study basic reading and math 33.1 32.1 34.1 0.267
Go to school part time to get a GED 34.4 31.8 37.1 0.229
Get on-the-job training for 1-3 months in a type of work

that they have not tried before 59.0 56.3 61.6 0.209
Get on-the-job training so that they would know
what it is like to work 51.9 47.9 55.9 0.048 **

Sample size 1079 542 537
(continued)
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Appendix Table E.1 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Background Information Forms (BIFs) for 1,357 sample members randomly assigned

from August 1994 through December 1995. Five additional sample members who were missing these forms were excluded

from the sample. MDRC calculations from Private Opinion Survey (POS) data for sample members randomly assigned from

August 1994 through December 1995. The POS questions were voluntarily answered by 1,079 sample members (79 percent)

just prior to random assignment.

NOTES: Except for two BIF items, the nonresponse rate for all specific characteristics was less than 1 percent and therefore

these missings were excluded from the calculations. For the two characteristics, for which the nonresponse rate ranged from 5 to

7 percent for the full sample, the nonresponses are shown on the table as missings. Among the 1,079 POS responders, missings

for individual questions ranged from 0 to 14 percent.
Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

aA t-test or F-test was applied to each difference in characteristics between the research groups to assess whether apparent
differences in these characteristics were statistically significant. When several rows in the table describe the same underlying

characteristic (that is, are not independent of one another), a single test must be used. The result of this test (p-value or asterisks)

is shown on the line describing the characteristic. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent,

and * = 10 percent.
bBecause some sample members may be in more than one category, totals may not equal all categories summed.

`Includes all dependents under age 18.
dIncludes all dependents under age 18.

eSome CFS households have children in both categories.

This refers to the total number of months accumulated from at least one spell on an individual's own AFDC or GA case or

the case of another adult in the household.

5The GED credential is given to those who pass the GED test and is intended to signify knowledge of basic high school

subjects.
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Appendix Table E.2

The New Hope Project

Estimated Regression Coefficients for the Probability of Assignment
to the Program Group

Variable
Parameter
Estimate

Standard
Error P-Valuea

Constant 0.529 0.078 0.001 ***

Male -0.002 0.039 0.951

Reside on the Northside 0.017 0.043 0.694

Age
18-24 -0.001 0.042 0.989
25-34 0.004 0.036 0.911

Race/ethnicity
African-American, non-Hispanic -0.008 0.048 0.870
Hispanic -0.003 0.042 0.951

Number of children in householdb
None -0.018 0.054 0.731
3 or more children in household -0.027 0.036 0.454

Single parent with childrene -0.003 0.046 0.945

Among households with children,d
Youngest child age 2 or under -0.022 0.037 0.559

Ever employed full time 0.006 0.044 0.893

Currently receiving AFDC, GA, FS, or Medicaid -0.028 0.036 0.437

Received high school diploma or GEDe 0.010 0.030 0.743

Have access to a car -0.017 0.031 0.582

Resided as a child in a household receiving AFDC -0.002 0.031 0.942

Total earnings in prior year 0.000 0.000 0.116

Number of quarters employed in prior year -0.018 0.016 0.286

Sample size 1,261
Mean of dependent variable 0.494
R-square 0.005
F-statistic 0.384
P-value of F-statistic 0.989

(continued)
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Appendix Table E.2 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF) and Wisconsin
unemployment insurance (UI) records.

NOTES: The dependent variable in each regression equation was unity for each experimental and zero for each
control.

The p-value of the F-statistic is the probability of obtaining these coefficient estimates if the true chance of
becoming an experimental did not vary with any characteristic. Thus, the closer the p-value is to unity, the
more successful was random assignment in equating average characteristics of experimentals and controls.

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

aA two-tailed t-test was applied to each coefficient estimate.
bIncludes all dependents under age 18.

`Includes all dependents under age 18.
dIncludes all dependents under age 18.

eThe GED credential is given to those who pass the GED test and is intended to signify knowledge of basic
high school subjects.
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Appendix F

Methodology of the Two-Year Survey

Overview

To measure the effectiveness of New Hope, MDRC has followed the progress of sample
members since they were randomly assigned to the program and control groups. The two-year
follow-up survey was a key source of data for the evaluation, examining changes in household
income, material comfort or hardship, types of jobs held, and other primarily economic out-
comes. In addition, the experimental design of the New Hope evaluation offered an opportunity
to examine child and family outcomes to learn whether improvements in income, combined with
the other features of the New Hope intervention, would have a causal impact on family func-
tioning and children's development. Such an enhancement of the basic evaluation and two-year
survey design was made possible through the MacArthur Network on Successful Pathways
Through Middle Childhood, with funding from the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foun-
dation.

The resulting survey design was based on the contributions of MDRC researchers, mem-
bers of the MacArthur Network, and the New Hope Project. Westat, Inc., conducted the two-year
survey, following a competitive bidding process in which potential contractors submitted pro-
posals to MDRC that were reviewed by representatives of New Hope and the MacArthur group
as well as MDRC.

Basic Evaluation

The New Hope survey sample consisted of 1,357 individuals. Every primary sample
member that is, the person who was randomly assigned to either the program or the control
group during New Hope sample enrollment was eligible to be interviewed using a core eco-
nomic impact questionnaire to assess basic program impacts. This interview obtained informa-
tion on current employment, earnings, and benefits, as well as some longitudinal data for the
follow-up period on program participation and employment-related activities. The core survey
questionnaire could be administered either by telephone or in person and averaged 45 minutes in
length. Forty percent of the sample, or 545 individuals, were eligible for the core economic inter-
view only. These sample members were surveyed through a mixed-mode approach, with initial
attempts by telephone and in-person interviews conducted when a telephone interview could not
be completed. When the survey concluded, 94 percent of completed interviews with this group
had been conducted by telephone.

Child and Family Component

The remaining 812 sample members,' constituting 60 percent of the sample, had at least

'Our determination that it would not be possible to do justice to the Hmong sample members in terms of ren-
dering the Child and Family Study (CFS) constructs and translations culturally appropriate meant that Hmong sam-
ple members who would otherwise have qualified for the CFS became "core only" cases. This resulted in a CFS
sample of 745 and a core only sample of 612. Further, because the core instrument was not translated into Hmong,
monolingual Hmong speakers could not be interviewed and thus were effectively excluded from the survey. This

(continued)

t 4



one child between ages 3 and 12 at the two-year anniversary of sample enrollment, which made
them eligible for the Child and Family Study (CFS). In these households, up to two children
were selected as focal (that is, a subject of the study), and additional interviews were adminis-
tered to the sample member and/or other family members. The key additional questionnaires for
the CFS sample included, first, a parent interview (with the New Hope sample member if he or
she was the primary caregiver, otherwise with the other parent), which lasted about 45 minutes.
The parent interview elicited some information about the family's life and about the primary
caregiver's general attitudes toward parenting and other aspects of life. It also included modules
asking questions about up to two focal children.

Focal children who were at least age 6 were eligible to be interviewed themselves, so
there could be up to two child interviews in each family. Two child questionnaires were devel-
oped: a 30-minute questionnaire for children aged 6-8 and a questionnaire lasting up to 60 min-
utes for children aged 9-12. All focal children were subjects of the parent interview, whether the
children were old enough to be interviewed or not.

The design provided for conducting all CFS interviews in person, including the core eco-
nomic impact interview, unless the family had moved too far from Milwaukee. If there were
children to be interviewed, a team of two interviewers went to the home, one interviewing the
adult(s) and the other the child(ren). Otherwise a single interviewer administered the two adult
instruments. Forty-seven percent of completed CFS cases involved no child interviews at all, be-
cause the focal children were under age 6. About 16 percent involved one child interview, and 37
percent involved two child interviews.

Instrument Design

Design work on these instruments began in early fall 1995. The core economic impact
questionnaire drew heavily on instruments used in other MDRC studies; the CFS instruments
also drew on other MDRC evaluations that have included a focus on children, as well as on ex-
isting scales and measures used in other research to examine family functioning and child out-
comes. In some cases existing measures were imported or adapted for use in the New Hope
study, while in other cases new measures were developed. After award of the survey contract to
Westat in May 1996, researchers from MDRC and the MacArthur Network worked with Westat
to refine the questionnaires and prepare them for pretesting. Three pretests were held, involving a
total of almost 60 families. The first and third pretests were conducted in the Baltimore-
Washington area; the second pretest was conducted in Milwaukee and included several
"prepilot" New Hope participants. Pretesting provided a basis for revising the instruments, both
to achieve the desired length and to hone the content and achieve measurement objectives. For
the child instruments in particular, important concerns were the feasibility of administration and
the meaningfulness of the measures. Pretesting also led to improvements in formatting and pro-
cedures, and it informed decisions about such operational issues as maintaining privacy during
the interviews and which incentives to provide.

resulted in a loss of 24 sample members from the two-year survey and an effective sample size of 588 for the core
only group.
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Survey Implementation

Interviewers for the two-year follow-up surveys were trained during December 1996.
Telephone interviewing in Westat's Telephone Research Center (TRC), where interviewers could
be closely monitored, began immediately after training for those sample members to be admin-
istered only the core economic impact questionnaire. In-person interviewers, who had to work
more independently and also be proficient with several different questionnaires, went through a
certification process before being allowed to interview actual sample members. As part of this
process, interviewers were required to audiotape their initial cases, with both the tapes and their
completed questionnaires undergoing careful review not only for accuracy but also for tone,
rapport, and the like. To accommodate increases in the size of the monthly enrollment cohorts
and interviewer attrition, additional interviewers were trained in April 1997 and were used as
needed.

Data collection took place between December 1996 and January 1998, with interviews
roughly corresponding to each sample member's two-year anniversary of enrollment. Interviews
could be conducted in either English or Spanish, into which all the instruments had been trans-
lated, but only 64 adults and fewer children were interviewed in Spanish. Hmong sample
members were administered the core interview in English whenever possible, but otherwise were
not included in the survey.

Before being contacted by an interviewer, sample members who had already been located
received an advance letter from Westat, with a letter enclosed from the New Hope Project. In ad-
dition, interviewers were provided a standardized set of answers to questions that might be asked
by respondents during their introduction to the study.

Efforts to locate many sample members involved use of databases as well as telephone
and in-person tracing through contact persons named at random assignment, former neighbors,
and so forth. Of those actually located and interviewed for the survey, 65 percent reported having
moved at least once since random assignment 70 percent of them once or twice and the re-
mainder more frequently. The mobility of those who could not be located was probably even
greater. Adults who had moved 50 miles or more from Milwaukee were interviewed by tele-
phone even if they were members of the CFS sample and for such cases the child inter-
views were omitted. Interviews were also conducted on occasion with sample members in pris-
ons, halfway houses, and shelters.

Incentives for participation were $10 for completing just the core interview and $35 dol-
lars for full adult participation in the CFS, that is, completion of the core and parent interviews
and arranging for the children to be present if necessary. Children received McDonald's coupons
in sufficient quantities to treat their parents to a meal.

4.)
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Survey Questionnaires

Brief descriptions of the various questionnaires used in the two-year follow-up survey
follow.'

The Contact Questionnaire

The contact questionnaire served two purposes. Embedded within its introductory mate-
rial was the straightforward script that was used by the telephone interviewers calling "core only"
sample members from Westat's TRC to administer the core economic impact interview. The
script began by describing the study and the rights of respondents and then moved into the inter-
view.

The remainder of the contact questionnaire was used only for CFS cases. Identification of
focal children and primary caregivers took place during this initial screening by telephone
whenever possible during which the field interviewer also attempted to make an appointment
to conduct the interviews. After describing the study and the rights of respondents, the inter-
viewer collected information needed to select the children on whom the study would focus, de-
termined whether they were living in the sample member's household, ascertained whether the
sample member or someone else was their primary caregiver, and determined whether they were
old enough to be interviewed (that is, age 6 or over). The contact questionnaire also included a
script and procedures used in those infrequent cases in which focal children were no longer living
in the sample member's household and a primary caregiver living elsewhere had to be contacted
to arrange for an interview.

The Core Economic Impact Questionnaire

The core questionnaire comprised seven sections, or modules. The first six sections were
administered to all sample members; the last section, about the New Hope Project, was adminis-
tered only to those in the program group. This questionnaire required about 45 minutes to ad-
minister.

Much of the content of the core economic impact questionnaire was based on measures
used in MDRC's evaluations of other interventions,' many of which in turn had been borrowed
or adapted from such government surveys as the Current Population Survey (CPS) and the Sur-
vey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP). Measures that related specifically to the inter-
vention received special emphasis. The questionnaire obtained retrospective data for the period
since random assignment on participation in education and training programs, employment, use
of child and dependent care, children's educational progress, and health insurance coverage. In
addition, it obtained current information on job characteristics, household composition and in-
come, and economic well-being and concerns.

'The questionnaires described here are available upon request from MDRC.
'Among them were Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN); Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training

program (JOBS); Learning, Earning, and Parenting (LEAP); New Chance; Minnesota Family Investment Program
(MFIP); Project Independence; and Canadian Self-Sufficiency Project (SSP).
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Child and Family Study Instruments

Parent interview. The parent questionnaire included 13 sections; not every section was
administered to every respondent, however. The questionnaire included alternate versions of
some sections for children in two different age groups (3-5 and 6-12), as well as sections asking
about a second focal child, and took 45 minutes to administer on average. The parent question-
naire asked about the parent's time use and included scales (identified in the body of this report)
measuring feelings of mastery and hope, self-esteem, depressed emotions, and stress related to
the parental role. In addition, it included child-specific questions about child care; children's
health and health care; discipline; the parent's relationship with the child and the stress experi-
enced in parenting this child; cognitively stimulating materials and activities available to the
child; the parent's perceptions of the child's characteristics and qualities; and the child's televi-
sion watching habits, performance of chores, and involvement in recreational and educational
activities. The parent interview concluded by obtaining the parent's permission to collect data
from the child's school; information that would make it possible to locate the parent for a five-
year follow-up survey; and interviewer observations, made after leaving the household.

Child interview for ages 9-12. This questionnaire included seven sections, tapping such
areas as the child's regular activities, aspirations, social behavior, and feelings. It combined two
formats: one in which the interviewer asked questions that the child answered orally and another
in which the child recorded his or her answers to the interviewer's questions in an answer book-
let. It required 60 minutes or less to administer.

Child interview for ages 6-8. This questionnaire was similar to the questionnaire for
older children, but with the section on activities omitted and other sections shortened or simpli-
fied. For instance, fewer response categories were used with the younger children, who were not
yet capable of distinguishing fine gradations. Similarly, the younger children were not asked to
fill in their own answers, but instead were encouraged to point to their answer on an answer card.
This interview lasted about 30 minutes.

Survey Response

As is common practice in research projects that involve survey data, we conducted analy-
ses to assess possible effects of survey nonresponse on our findings. Because survey respondents
may be different from nonrespondents in measured and unmeasured background characteristics,
nonresponse may change the composition of the sample and thus the research findings. In this
appendix we assess the possible effects of survey nonresponse in three ways. First, we examine
whether survey response rates vary across-the research groups (the New Hope program and con-
trol groups). Second, we compare the different samples used in our study (some of which were
defined upfront and some of which reflect response patterns to follow-up survey components).
Finally, we examine the extent to which program and control groups remain similar in composi-
tion even across samples.

Response Rates

Table F.1 shows response rates for the two-year survey and the teacher survey. It shows
these rates separately for program and control group members, because differential survey nonre-
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Appendix Table F.1

The New Hope Project

Survey Response Rates

Survey
Full

Sample
Program

Group
Control
Group

Two-year survey
Full sample 80.0 81.6 78.5

CFS sample 79.3 79.0 79.7
Any child data within CFS sample 77.9 77.9 77.8

Teacher data for children older than 5
(including parental permission) 61.8 60.6 63.1

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey

and teacher survey.

NOTE: No program - control differences were statistically significant.
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sponse across these randomly created research groups could have invalidated the experimental
research design.' The table shows fairly high response rates, which are comparable, and not sta-
tistically significantly different, for program and control group members. The overall response
rate for the two-year survey is 80.0 percent for the full sample (1,086 responses out of 1,357
sample members) and 79.3 percent for the Child and Family Study (CFS) sample. Of the CFS
cases, 77.9 percent had any usable child data, for a total of 927 children across 580 CFS cases.
Of the 579 children over age 5, teacher data were available for 358, or 61.8 percent. Most nonre-
sponse among teachers was the result of researchers being unable to find the right teacher, not the
result of nonresponse by the teachers or refusal by the parents to give permission. Many children
aged 5 or under were in preschool or Head Start programs, and, where possible, their teachers
were surveyed as well, resulting in a teacher survey sample of 420.

Comparison of Characteristics at Random Assignment

Table F.2 compares selected characteristics at random assignment for the different sam-
ples. A comparison of the first two columns shows that survey respondents and nonrespondents
were similar in most respects, although some statistically significant differences were found (and
marked with asterisks). Survey respondents were less likely to be male, more likely to be under
age 25, more likely to be African-American, more likely to have worked full time, and more
likely to have a high school diploma or GED.

Differences between the CFS sample and the full sample were as expected, given that
CFS sample members were selected because they had children between ages 1 and 10 at the time
of random assignment. Consequently, they were less likely to be male, more likely to be in their
20s or 30s, and more likely to receive public assistance. (Tests of the statistical significance of
differences between the CFS sample and the full sample were not conducted.)

The unit of observation changes from the CFS sample to the child sample, making tests
of statistical significance difficult and potentially misleading, resulting in their omission here. As
expected, parent characteristics in the child sample generally matched parent characteristics in
the CFS sample closely. However, CFS sample women were more likely than men to have more
than one child. As a result, more children lived in a household with a female sample member.
Similar (and related) differences are found when comparing other characteristics between CFS
parents and children.

Finally, the teacher sample differs from the child sample mostly because it includes only
older children. This difference also affects parental characteristics, such as the age of the parent
and the age of the youngest child in the household (both are older). However, when comparing
children with teacher data with all children over age 5 (not shown in the table), the only statisti-
cally significant difference is the child's age. Among school-age children, teacher survey data
were more likely to be available for younger children.

'All our experimental estimates are based on the assumption that program and control group members are
equivalent in all measured and unmeasured characteristics, except for their assignment to New Hope. Ifsurvey non-
response would affect different kinds of sample members in the two groups, this assumption would be violated for
the survey sample. A significant discrepancy in response rates across the two groups would make it more likely that
nonresponse affected different kinds of sample members in the groups.
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Appendix Table F.2

The New Hope Project

Comparing Characteristics at Random Assignment for Samples Used in the Report

Characteristic
Full

Sample
Two-Year

Survey Sample
CFS

Sample
Child

Sample
Teacher
Sample

Assigned to the program group (%) 50.0 50.9 49.1 48.7 48.2
Male (%) 28.4 26.7 *** 10.2 8.2 5.5

Child is a boy (%) n/a n/a n/a 52.0 49.9
Child's age n/a n/a n/a 7.2 8.3

Northside target area (%) 51.0 52.0 48.6 49.1 48.7
Age under 25 (%) 28.5 29.7 * 31.7 29.8 22.2

Age 25-34 (%) 39.1 39.1 49.0 52.9 58.5
African-American, non Hispanic (%) 51.4 52.6 * 55.0 56.1 56.8

Hispanic (%) 26.5 25.5 29.3 28.0 27.7
Household without children (%) 29.0 29.5 n/a n/a n/a
Household with children and one adult (%) 55.2 56.1 83.5 83.9 82.8
Household with three or more children (%) 31.5 31.2 45.9 53.9 58.5
Youngest child age 2 or younger (%) 32.9 33.9 48.3 50.2 33.4
Ever worked full-time (%) 85.9 87.0 ** 83.4 84.5 87.6
Received public assistance at baseline (%) 62.9 63.6 80.7 83.4 82.6
Had high school diploma or GED (%) 57.4 58.7 ** 59.5 61.2 62.5

Had access to a car (%) 41.5 42.1 44.1 44.7 47.1
In AFDC household as a child (%) 39.1 41.0 46.7 50.7 50.0

Sample size 1,357 1,086 745 927 420

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF), the two-year
survey and the teacher survey.

NOTE: Statistical tests of difference were conducted only between the full sample and the two-year survey sample,
because the other three samples had different characteristics from the full sample by construction.
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Comparison of Program and Control Groups in Different Samples

Appendix E formally compared program and control group members to show that the
New Hope sample was indeed randomly divided into these two research groups. Table F.3 re-
peats this exercise for the different samples introduced above. If survey nonresponse changes the
composition of the research samples, this would manifest itself in differences in the characteris-
tics of program and control group members at random assignment. To assess whether such dif-
ferences were introduced, we regressed the program variable on the characteristics at random as-
signment shown in Table F.2. Regression statistics are shown in Table F.3. The table also shows
whether research status was a statistically significant predictor of a sample members' inclusion in
a particular sample (this is another possible indicator of differential nonresponse).

From the table it appears that only in the teacher sample were research groups not fully
balanced on characteristics at random assignment, possibly as a result of differential nonre-
sponse.' The R2 for assignment to the program group is a modest 0.085, but the p-value of 0.032
indicates a statistically significant relationship between the program variable and the characteris-
tics at random assignment. This means that regression adjustment is needed to produce unbiased
estimates of program effects for this sample. Specifically, within the teacher sample, the children
in the experimental group were more likely to be male and were less likely to live in a household
with more than two children. They were also more likely to have a surveyed parent who had a
high school diploma or GED at the time of random assignment.

Concerned with this apparent unbalance in the sample, we tested two different adjust-
ments to our impact estimates, including a reweighting of the sample by the child's gender and a
statistical adjustment known as a "Heckman correction."' Neither of these adjustments changed
the impact estimates in a meaningful way.

'Teachers were not aware of the research status of the children in their classroom. In fact, they were never told
about New Hope. Since there were very few refusals on the part of parents for this study component, differences in
survey response are most likely related to our ability to locate the right teachers.

'See Heckman, 1979.
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Appendix Table F.3

The New Hope Project

Consequences of Survey Nonresponse for the Balance of Program and Control Groups

Characteristic

Full
Sample

Two-Year
Survey Sample

CFS
Sample

Child
Sample

Teacher
Sample

Significance of research status as a
predictor of survey response (p-value)a n/a 0.172 0.487 0.677 0.163

R2 for relationship between research
status and baseline characteristics 0.005 0.011 0.011 0.033 0.085

Significance of relationship between
research status and baseline characteristics
(p-value) 0.989 0.857 0.962 0.123 0.032

Sample size 1,357 1,086 745 927 420

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF), the two-year
survey and the teacher survey.

NOTE: aThis test was conducted holding constant the variation in the baseline characteristics.
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Appendix G

Comparison of Income Data from Different Sources

Income measures presented in this report are based exclusively on administrative records
data available for all sample members and for the entire 24-month follow-up period. However, as
discussed in Chapter 5, these income data do not cover the entire spectrum of income sources
available to New Hope sample members. In fact, they are limited to earnings (covered by unem-
ployment insurance), the federal and state Earned Income Credits (EICs), New Hope supple-
ments, AFDC, and Food Stamps. The two-year survey collected data on these and many other
income sources, but only for the month immediately preceding the interview. Survey data also
covered the sample members' immediate household, while the individual income data presented
in the report are limited to primary New Hope sample members. This appendix explores the ex-
tent to which the use of survey data potentially underestimates the total income available to sam-
ple members and examines whether discrepancies vary by sample members' research status.

Table G.1 presents impacts on survey measures of income, covering income for the im-
mediate family in the month preceding the two-year interview. The upper panel shows the per-
centage of program and control group members who reported income from various sources,
ranked by their relative importance in the sample. Thus, it appears that paid work is by far the
most important source of income, constituting part of the income of 86.6 percent of all program
group members and 84.5 percent of all controls. Food Stamps are the next most important source
of income, which 36.0 percent of program group members and 41.0 percent of controls receive. It
is the only income source for which we found a statistically significant program-control differ-
ence, albeit a very modest one.

The lower panel of Table G.1 shows the same income sources arranged by their relative
importance in terms of dollars provided to sample members. A simple calculation (not shown in
the table) finds that earnings, AFDC, Food Stamps, and earnings supplements account for more
than 88 percent of the income reported by program group members. Thus, the administrative
measures appear to capture most of the income available to this group. For controls, the corre-
sponding figure is only marginally smaller at 85 percent.

Table G.2 repeats the two panels for some measures created from administrative data.
Quarterly measures, such as the EIC and UI-covered work, were divided by three to approximate
their monthly equivalent. The result is an estimated monthly income of $971 for program group
members and $884 for controls, for a statistically significant difference of $87. However, a com-
parison of the income figures in Table G.2 with those in Table G.1 shows that the discrepancy
between the two totals is much larger for the control group than for the program group. As ex-
pected, survey income is higher for both groups (it includes more income sources and extends to
the immediate family), but the difference is $638 for controls and only $488 for program group
members.

These differences underscore the limitations of individual-level records-based income
measures. The numbers suggest that other family members were more likely to contribute earn-
ings in control group families (not captured by the UI data). They also suggest that program
group members dropped certain income sources in favor of New Hope supports. However, since
these differences apply to only a single month, it is difficult to gauge whether and how the two-
year income estimates presented in the report would be affected.
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Appendix Table G.1

The New Hope Project

New Hope Impacts on Reported Income
in the Month Preceding the Two-Year Survey

Program
Group

Control
Group Difference

%
Impact

P-Value for
Difference

Effect
Size

In month before two-year
survey, reported income from: (%)

Paid work 86.6 84.5 2.1 2.5 0.312 0.06

Food stamps 36.0 41.0 -5.0 * -12.2 0.066 -0.10

Wage supplement 29.3 0.0 29.3 n/a n/a n/a

WIC 25.3 27.4 -2.1 -7.6 0.394 -0.05

AFDC 18.7 22.4 -3.6 -16.2 0.123 -0.09

Child support 12.0 12.7 -0.6 -5.1 0.740 -0.02

SSI 11.9 11.7 0.2 1.4 0.933 0.01

Social security 7.2 8.2 -1.0 -12.3 0.531 -0.04
Gifts from family/friends 5.7 4.9 0.9 17.9 0.521 0.04

Unemployment insurance 3.0 3.9 -1.0 -24.6 0.390 -0.05

Rent 2.2 1.9 0.4 19.8 0.671 0.03

Pension benefits 1.6 1.0 0.5 50.1 0.449 0.05

General assistance 0.9 0.6 0.3 59.3 0.518 0.04

Worker's compensation 0.5 1.5 -1.0 -64.2 0.117 -0.10

Foster child payments 0.4 1.1 -0.7 -65.3 0.172 -0.08

Other income source 2.1 2.0 0.1 2.9 0.945 0.00

Amount of income reported ($)
Paid work 1,161 1,146 14 1.3 0.785 0.02

Food stamps 77 87 -11 -12.5 0.116 -0.09

AFDC 71 98 -27 ** -27.3 0.013 -0.14

SSI 61 78 -17 -21.4 0.189 -0.08

Wage supplement 37 0 37 n/a n/a n/a

Social security 33 39 -6 -15.0 0.487 -0.04

WIC 22 22 1 2.4 0.883 0.01

Child support 17 26 -9 ** -36.2 0.048 -0.12

Unemployment insurance 13 18 -4 -24.2 0.482 -0.04

Gifts from family/friends 10 9 1 11.7 0.764 0.02

Rent 5 4 1 20.6 0.693 0.02

Pension 5 2 3 134.7 0.203 0.08

Worker's compensation 3 8 -5 -60.0 0.253 -0.07

General assistance 2 1 1 61.3 0.560 0.04

Foster child payments 1 28 -27 -95.7 0.169 -0.08

Other sources 13 6 7 114.9 0.222 0.07

Total reported income 1,533 1,575 -41 -2.6 0.455 -0.04

Sample size 552 529
(continued)
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Appendix Table G.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using two-year survey data.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in
characteristics between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as
*** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a
proportion of the standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard
deviation is always obtained from the full research sample, even if the table shows impacts for
subgroups.
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Appendix Table G.2

The New Hope Project

New Hope Impacts on Administrative Income Measures Approximated at Follow-up

Program
Group

Control
Group Difference Impact

P-Value for
Difference

Effect
Size'

Income from: (%)
UI covered work (last quarter) 71.9 68.1 3.9 5.7 0.111 0.08
Food stamps 37.1 36.2 0.9 2.4 0.712 0.02
Earnings supplement 36.6 0.0 36.6 n/a n/a n/a
AFDC 21.8 19.3 2.5 13.0 0.219 0.06
EICb 4.7 4.5 0.3 5.7 0.824 0.01

Estimated monthly amount from: ($)
UI covered work (last quarter) 708 666 42 6.2 0.230 0.06
AFDC . 92 91 1 0.7 0.949 0.00
Food stamps 92 83 10 11.8 0.180 0.07

EICb 42 44 -2 -4.4 0.865 -0.01
Earnings supplement 37 0 37 n/a n/a n/a

Total estimated monthly income 971 884 87 ** 9.8 0.021 0.12

Income reported on survey 1,533 1,575 -41 -2.6 0.455 -0.04

Difference' 488 638 -150 ** -23.6 0.019 -0.14

Sample size 678 679

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using two-year survey data.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in
characteristics between the program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ***
= 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

Actual sample sizes may vary for individual measures as a result of missing data.

'The effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a
proportion of the standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is
always obtained from the full research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

bCombines federal and Wisconsin Earned Income Credits (EICs). Counted as income the first quarter
of the calendar year after the benefits accrue.

`This difference is not a measure of the relative accuracy of one income measure versus another. Its
only purpose is to assess whether the extent of variation across the different sources of income data varies
across the two research groups. It is only available for the survey sample, so numbers in the table do not
sum correctly.
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Appendix H

Estimating Earned Income Credits

Importance of EIC Impacts in the New Hope Evaluation

New Hope designed its benefit package with the assumption that New Hope households
would claim and receive the federal and state tax credits. The goal was to enable New Hope
households to combine earnings, New Hope benefits, and federal and state EICs to lift them-
selves out of poverty. Therefore, calculating the New Hope program's impacts on EIC receipt is
important for measuring the extent to which the New Hope program met its goals.

Wisconsin is one of ten states that offer EICs. Nine of these states, including Wisconsin,
use federal eligibility rules and make the state credit a specified percentage of the federal credit.
Like the federal EIC, the Wisconsin state EIC is refundable, which means that all eligible fami-
lies can receive it; that is, if the EIC amount is larger than the family's income tax bill, they get a
refund check. regardless of their income tax liability. The Wisconsin EIC ranges from 4 percent
of the federal EIC for one-child families to 43 percent of the federal credit for families with three
children or more.

Calculating the EIC impacts for the New Hope sample was a complicated process be-
cause individual tax return data were not available. (We explored the possibility of obtaining in-
dividual-level data, but found that we could do so only with individuals' consent, which would
have been too expensive and time-consuming.) Because of this, we developed an alternative
strategy to estimating EIC benefits in response to recommendations by the New Hope National
Advisory Board, which urged us to seek access to actual EIC amounts recorded on state tax
forms. After negotiations with the Wisconsin State Department of Taxation we agreed that this
would be a feasible way to go and designed our data collection strategy accordingly.

Data Collection Strategy

Selecting the groupings. Through negotiations spearheaded by the New Hope Project,
we obtained the state's permission to access individual tax records in groups of 15 or larger. For
this purpose, we needed to select a large number of groups, whose identifiers would be submitted
to the state for matching against the tax records. To maximize the precision ofour analyses, we
sought to minimize within-group variation in EIC receipt in these groups, thereby maximizing
across-group variation. We pursued this goal by selecting the groups using three variables: the
number of eligible children in the household (as of December 31 of the tax year), UI earnings
during the tax year, and research group. We proceeded as follows:

(1) Create a "kidcat" variable, breaking the sample into four subgroups: individu-
als with no children, with one child, with two children, and with three children
or more.'

IRS.
'Wisconsin distinguishes families with three children or more from those with two children or more, unlike the

Sri
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(2) Using this variable and the research group dummy, create eight subsamples.

(3.) Sort each subsample by annual earnings in the tax year.

(4) Select samples of 15 from the top down, until everyone remaining has zero
earnings or the next sample would be smaller than 15.

(5) In those cases, group the last sample together (that is, if the last sample would
have contained eight individuals, it now contains 23).

(6) Repeat this process for each of three years (1994, 1995, and 1996).

Note that the repetition in the last step means that each person was included in the samples we

sent to the state three times.

Submitting the data to Wisconsin. After the groupings were selected, MDRC research
staff created many small data files featuring each of the small subsamples. The Social Security
numbers on those data files were unencrypted by MDRC's information services department and

forwarded to Wisconsin for processing.

Data supplied by Wisconsin. Originally, we had considered asking only for aggregate
EIC amounts from the state. However, as we discussed this with the state, we managed to secure
additional information. For each sample, for each year, we received (1) the number of people
who filed Wisconsin state income tax forms (Wisconsin requires that the federal form be at-
tached), (2) the number of people receiving EIC, (3) the number of dependents, (4) the aggregate
amount of Wisconsin state EIC, and (5) the aggregate amount of the federal EIC.2 We used (2),
(4), and (5) in the analyses in this report. Also, we used only one of the three tax years for each
of the samples (that is, 1995 for the 1995 sample).

Processing Wisconsin's data. Wisconsin returned data on all 226 samples in a single
spreadsheet. This was turned into an ASCII file (a simple text file), which was read into SAS (a
statistical software program used by MDRC to analyze the data). This translation was followed

by the following steps:

(1) Using the original sample designation variables, the aggregate EIC data are
linked with individual-level analysis records.

(2) This merge (a "table merge") is repeated twice, as each individual sample
member was assigned to three different groupings based on his or her earn-.
ings and family status in each of the three tax years.

(3) For each of the three years, an EIC probability is calculated by dividing the
number of EIC beneficiaries in each grouping by the size of the group.

(4) For each of the years, an average EIC amount per recipient is calculated
(separately for the state and federal returns) by dividing the aggregate amount
of EIC received by the number of beneficiaries in each grouping.

'This latter variable was missing for 1994.
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(5) For 1994, a federal amount is imputed by multiplying the 1995 average by the
ratio of 1994 to 1995 state benefits.

(6) A random number between 0 and 1 is calculated and saved.

(7) If this number is less than or equal to the probabilities calculated under (4),
EIC benefits calculated under (5) are assigned to the individual. Note that
someone who is assumed to have received EIC in 1994 is very likely to re-
ceive it in 1995 and 1996 as well. Also, anyone receiving the state EIC is as-
sumed to have received the federal EIC and vice versa.

(8) Total EIC amounts are calculated by summing the state and federal amounts.

Note that the use of a random number generator in the above routine, rather than simply assign-
ing the average amount to each individual in a grouping, introduces a degree of variability in the
EIC data that compensates somewhat for the clustering associated with the use of grouped data.
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Appendix I

Child and Family Study Measures
in the Two-Year Survey

This appendix includes supplemental information about the measures that were used in
the Child and Family Study (CFS) component of the New Hope 24-month evaluation, as dis-
cussed in Chapters 6 and 7 of this report. Where applicable, the following information is pro-
vided for each of the measures:

overview of the measure and the underlying concepts

source of the measure

psychometric information, including information about internal consistency
reliability and validity, as well as comparisons of the CFS sample with other
populations to whom the measures have been administered

What Is a Pairwise Correlation?

A pair-wise correlation is a statistical measure of association between two variables
that represents how much change in one variable is accompanied by change in the
other variable. The possible range of values for a correlation is from -1.00 to +1.00.
Correlations with positive values indicate that high scores on the first variable are
related to high scores on the second variable and, likewise, low scores on the first
variable are related to low scores on the second variable. Correlations with negative
values indicate that high scores on the first variable are associated with low scores
on the second variable. A correlation value of zero indicates no relationship be-
tween variables. The value of -1.00 or +1.00 represents a perfect correlation, such
that a change in one variable is always associated with a predictable change in the
other variable. In general, correlation values below .20 are considered slight
(negligible relationship), those between .20 and .40 are considered low (small rela-
tionship), those between .40 and .70 are considered to be moderate (substantial re-
lationship), and those above .70 are considered to be high (a marked and depend-
able relationship).

It is important to note that a correlation is simply an indication of a relationship
between two variables and in no way indicates causality. The correlation coefficient
represents only the degree to which the two variables co-occur.

For the purposes of this appendix, pair-wise correlations were calculated to measure
the association between pairs of related measures and are presented in table format
in this appendix. Each row and column is labeled with a measure. The correlation
value for a pair of measures appears in the intersecting cell for the row and column
representing the two measures. Asterisks indicate correlation values that are statisti-
cally different from those expected by chance (* = 5 percent, ** = 1 percent, *** =
.01 percent).
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Impact Measures

Parent Psychological Well-Being =

Self-esteem. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1979) was used to assess parents' self-
esteem. Using a four-point scale, ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree," respon-
dents indicated their agreement with 10 self-evaluative statements (for example, "On the whole, I

am satisfied with myself'). Responses are summed across all items to yield a scale score. Test-
retest reliability of .92 in the standardization sample (Rosenberg, 1979) and an internal consis-
tency coefficient of .84 in the CFS sample suggest that the Rosenberg scale is a reliable measure
of general self-esteem.

Mastery. Parents' sense of mastery was measured using the Pear lin Mastery Scale
(Pear lin et al., 1981). This scale has been used in numerous studies to measure efficacy or inter-
nal locus of control. Using a four-point scale, ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly
agree," respondents indicated their agreement with seven items (for example, "There is really no

way I can solve some of the problems I have"). Responses are summed across all items to yield a
scale score. In the CFS sample, the Pearlin scale had an internal consistency coefficient of .76,
indicating that respondents answered consistently across scale items.

Hope. The State Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1996) was used to assess parents' sense of
hope, in terms of agency ("belief in one's capacity to initiate and sustain actions") and pathways
("belief in one's capacity to generate routes") to achieve goals. Using a four-point scale, ranging
from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree," respondents indicated their agreement with six
items (for example, "I am meeting the goals I set for myself'). Responses are summed across the
items to derive the two subscale scores and a total scale score. The State Hope Scale was selected
in addition to the Pearlin scale, because its items are stated positively, whereas the Pearlin items
are stated negatively. In the interview, the Pearlin and Hope items were interspersed with each
other.

The high levels of internal consistency in the CFS sample (a = .82 for entire scale, .77 for
agency items, .71 for pathways items) and the standardization sample of undergraduate students
(a = .82 to .95 for entire scale, .83 to .95 for agency items, .74 to .93 for pathways items) suggest
that the State Hope Scale is a reliable measure of the related constructs of agency and pathways.
Because it is a measure of the respondent's current feelings of hope, scores should be expected to
vary from day to day. Two-day correlations for a 29-day standardization study range from .48 to
.93.

Depression. Parents' experience of depression was assessed using the CES-D measure
(Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale; Radloff, 1977). The 20-item self-
report scale is intended as a screening instrument and has been used in many large-scale projects
with low-income adults similar to the New Hope study. Internal consistency for this scale has
been reported as .78 (Devins and Orme, 1985). Within the CFS sample, the internal consistency
coefficient of the scale was .90, indicating that all of the items measure a unified construct.

Test-retest reliability levels of .67 at four weeks and .32 at 12 months (Radloff, 1977) in-
dicate a general trend of decreased reliability over time. Radloff has shown that an increased time
of retest interval tends to decrease retest correlations because of the increased likelihood of life
events (for example, marriage, vacation, or divorce) occurring. In terms of validity, several stud-
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ies demonstrate a moderate correlation between the CES-D and clinical assessments of depres-
sion (see Radloff, 1977). Distinctions between the general population and a psychiatric sample
are evident with the CES-D. Whereas, 21 percent of the general population scored above the ar-
bitrary cutoff of 16 on the CES-D, 70 percent of an inpatient sample also received a 16 or higher
on the measure (Radloff, 1977). Fifty percent of the CH sample scored above this cutoff score,
suggesting that half of the sample is at risk for serious depression.

Parent time pressure. Parents' sense of time pressure was measured with two questions
about whether the parents felt that they had too little or too much time. Using a five-point scale,
ranging from "never" to "all of the time," respondents indicated how often they felt rushed in
general and how often they had extra time. The two items were averaged to compute a single
time pressure score. For the CFS sample, the time pressure items were only moderately corre-
lated with one another (r = .31).

Financial worry. Several items from the interview assessed participants' feelings of
worry about financial issues. Using a five-point scale, ranging from "not at all" to "a great deal,"
respondents indicated how much they worried about paying the bills, gaining employment, hav-
ing medical coverage, having money for food and being able to afford adequate housing. Re-
sponses to the five items were averaged to compute a financial worry score. An internal consis-
tency level of .82 suggests that the five items measure a unified construct.

Social support. To measure the program's possible effect on perceived social support,
the survey contained two items concerning whether the participants had received assistance from
the staff of any program they had attended since random assignment. The first item assessed
whether or not the participant had received pragmatic advice or assistance from staff; the second
item assessed whether or not the participant had received emotional support or counseling. The
two support items were moderately correlated with one another (r = .42).

Relationship between parent psychological well-being measures. Measures of parent
psychological well-being were moderately correlated with one another in the expected directions
(range of r = .09 to r = .64). Self-esteem, mastery, and hope were positively correlated with one
another and negatively correlated to depression and financial worry. The moderate levels of the
correlations suggest that the measures are tapping individual yet related constructs of well-being.
The amount of time pressure that parents felt was slightly correlated with their feelings of de-
pression and slightly negatively correlated with their sense of mastery. See Table I.1 for correla-
tions between measures of parent psychological well-being.

Parenting

Cognitive stimulation. To assess the amount of cognitive stimulation provided in the
home environment, a subset of items was selected from the Cognitive Stimulation Scale of the
HOME measure in the JOBS Child and Family Study (Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices and Department of Education, 1995). Alternative forms of the Cognitive Stimulation Scale
corresponding to the age of the child (3-5 or 6-12) were used. Items concern the presence of
magazines, books, a library card, a dictionary, and a computer/video game, and the frequency of
outings, trips to the museum, and religious classes.
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Appendix Table 1.1

The New Hope Project

Pairwise Correlations of Measures of Parent Psychological Well-Being

Measure Self-Esteem Mastery Hope Depression
Financial Time

Worry Pressure
Sample

Size

Self-esteem
564

Mastery 0.644 *** 564

Hope 0.488 *** 0.562 *** 564

Depression -0.586 *** -0.562 *** -0.432 *** 567

Financial worry -0.394 *" -0.433 *** -0.342 *** 0.406 *** 577

Time pressure -0.058 -0.089 * -0.039 0.127 ** 0.028 - 569

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Correlations in this table represent the statistical association between pairs of measures. Values range from -1.00

(indicating an inverse relationship between measures) to +1.00 (indicating a positive relationship between measures).

Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = .01 percent, ** = 1 percent, and * = 5 percent.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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The subscale did not have a high level of internal consistency for children aged 3-5 (a =
.35) or aged 6-12 (a = .42), suggesting that the items selected do not measure a unified construct.
Removal of any of the individual items did not improve the reliability of the scale.

Parental control. A five-item consistency scale from the Canadian evaluation of the
Self-Sufficiency Project (Statistics Canada, 1995) was used to measure a dimension of parenting
termed "control." Using a six-point scale, ranging from "never" to "all of the time," respondents
indicated the frequency of five discipline events (for example, how often the child ignores the
parent's punishment). The five items were selected from a larger set used in SSP on the basis of
pilot testing and item analysis. The reduced scale had an a = .76 in a pilot sample and a a = .78
in the CFS sample, indicating sufficient internal consistency. That is, parents responded similarly
to all five items.

Parental monitoring. To measure parents' monitoring of children's activities, four items
were taken from the five-year follow-up to the JOBS parent and child assessment. Items assess
what TV programs the child watches, who the child is with when away from home, where the
child is when away from home, and how many of the target child's friends the parent knows by
first or last name. Because parents believe they know where preschool-age children are at all
times, the monitoring items were not considered appropriate for children aged 3-5 and were
asked only for children aged 6-12.

The first three items, concerning TV viewing and knowledge of children's companions
and whereabouts when away from home, were asked using a five-point frequency scale, ranging
from "never" to "always." The fourth item concerning how many of the child's friends are
known by the parent used a four-point scale, ranging from "none or almost none" to "all or al-
most all." To compute a single "monitoring" score, the response options of "always" and "almost
always" for the first three items were collapsed to create a four-point scale and then averaged to-
gether with the fourth item. In the CFS sample, the monitoring scale had an internal consistency
level of .46, suggesting that parents were not very consistent in their responses to the four items.
Removal of any of the items did not improve the reliability of the scale.

Parenting stress. Two scales used in the New Chance evaluation (Quint, Bos, and Polit,
1997) were used to assess the degree of stress or aggravation perceived by parents in relation to
interactions with their children. The first scale, a measure of general parenting stress, consisted of
three items concerning negative feelings about the parental role (for example, "I feel trapped by
my responsibilities as a parent"). The second scale consisted of five items designed to measure
stress specifically associated with the target child (for example, "My child seems to be much
harder to care for than most"). Both sets of items used a five-point agreement response scale,
ranging from "not at all true" to "very true." In the CFS sample, the internal consistency coeffi-
cients for general parenting stress and child-specific parenting stress were .61 and .79, respec-
tively, suggesting that the child-specific scale was a more reliable measure of parenting stress
than the general scale. The two measures were slightly correlated (r = .35), suggesting that dif-
ferent types of stress may be experienced by parents in relation to child-rearing.

Parental warmth. Parental warmth was measured using a three-item warmth scale from
the Canadian evaluation of the SSP (Statisticr Canada, 1995),and two observational items from
HOME measure (Caldwell and Bradley, 1984).
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For the SSP warmth scale, parents indicated on a six-point scale, ranging from "never" to
"many times each day," the frequency of their praise, focused attention, and special activities in-
volving the child. The items were averaged to compute a scale score. In the CFS sample, the in-
ternal consistency for the three-item scale was .72, indicating that parents responded similarly

across the items.

The two HOME observational items assess whether parents convey positive feelings
about their children and spontaneously praise or talk about their good qualities and behavior. In
the CFS sample, the two items were moderately correlated (r = .49), suggesting that parents who

were observed conveying positive feelings about their child were also likely to be observed

praising their child.

Child's perception of relationship with caregiver. The Child Evaluation of Relation-
ship with Mother/Caregiver measure was developed as part of a study of low-income African-
American families (McLoyd et al., 1994). Children aged 6-12 indicated on a five-point scale,
ranging from "not at all true" to "very true," how true 19 statements were about the parent, their
relations with the parent, and interactions with the parent. Items were adapted from a rating in-
strument developed by Swanson (1950) and revised by McLoyd et al. (1994). Two subscales
were derived, one comprising 12 items assessing perceived positive parent-child relations (for
example, "Your [PCG] spends a lot of time talking with you") and the other comprising seven
items tapping perceived negative parent-child (for example, "It is hard to be pleasant and happy
around your [PCG]"). Within each of the two subscales, items were summed to create a total
score, with higher scores indicating more positive or negative quality, respectively.

The complete subscales were used with children aged 9-12. For the younger children in
the CFS sample, McLoyd designed a modified version of the original measure using nine items
from the Perceived Positive Relations Subscale and three items from the Perceived Negative
Relations Subscale.

McLoyd and colleagues (1994) report a high level of internal consistency for the positive

and negative relations subscales, a = .91 and a = .81, respectively. In the CFS sample, internal
consistency coefficients were .66 (ages 6-8) and .87 (ages 9-12) for Perceived Positive Relations
and .45 (ages 6-8) and .66 (ages 9-12) for Perceived Negative Relations. These coefficients indi-
cate that children were more consistent in their responses to items about positive interactions
with the parent than items about negative interactions. Also, younger children were less consis-
tent in their responses than older children, suggesting that such a measure may be appropriate
only for older children.

Relationship between parenting measures. Across the three CFS age groups (3-5, 6-8,
and 9-12), parenting measures were generally related to one another in the expected directions.
For all ages, cognitive stimulation was positively correlated with reported parental warmth and
negatively correlated with parental control, general parenting stress, and child-specific parent
stress (ages 6-8 only). As expected, parental control was negatively correlated with reported pa-
rental warmth (although only slightly, r = -.11 to -.15) and positively correlated with child-
specific and general parent stress (r = .22 to .67). That is, parents who reported more frequent
issues of control and discipline with their children also tended to report stress related to parent-
ing. Both types of parenting stress were negatively correlated with reported parental warmth.
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For children aged 6-12, positive perceptions of the parent were slightly positively related
to parental monitoring and parental warmth. For those aged 6-8, monitoring and parental warmth
were slightly correlated with each other as well. Monitoring was also negatively related to spe-
cific and general parent stress and to children's negative perceptions of the parent. See Table 1.2
for correlations between measures of parenting for the three age groups.

Child Outcome Measures

Education and Aspirations

School achievement and classroom behavior skills. The principal measure of academic
achievement was the Academic Subscale of the Social Skills Rating System, completed by the
child's teacher. On this 10-item measure, the teacher rates the child's performance in comparison
to others in the same classroom on reading skill, math skill, intellectual functioning, motivation,
oral communication, classroom behavior, and parental encouragement. The five-point scale
ranged from "bottom 10 percent" to "top 10 percent." The internal consistency within the CFS
sample and test-retest reliability in a standardization sample are .94 and .93, respectively, indi-
cating that all of the items measure one unified attribute and that teachers' ratings are consistent
over time (Gresham and Elliott, 1990). In one sample, scores on this measure were highly corre-
lated with the Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement-Brief Form (r = .70) (Demaray and
Elliot, 1998).

Children's academic achievement was assessed using parents' reports as well. Parents
were asked to evaluate their children's school performance, based on information they had ob-
tained from report cards or other sources, on a five-point scale, ranging from "not at all well" to
"very well." The correlation between parents' reports and teachers' evaluations on the Academic
Subscale of the SSRS was .44, indicating that parents' reports were moderately good indicators
of their children's actual school performance.

Classroom behavior skills. Children's study skills, conformity to classroom rules and
routines, ability to work and complete tasks independently, and ability to make transitions with-
out becoming distracted were assessed with the Classroom Behavior Scale, an abbreviated ver-
sion of the School Adjustment Scale. The School Adjustment Scale was developed from a set of
classroom observations in schools serving low-income families as part of the Early Window
Study (Wright and Huston, 1995), an investigation of an ethnically diverse sample of children
from low- to moderate-income families. Teachers' ratings on the scale were significantly related
to independent assessments of the quality of the home environment using the HOME measure
(Caldwell and Bradley, 1984). With home environment controlled for, school adjustment scores
were not related to maternal education, family income, or whether the primary language in the
home was English or Spanish (Wright and Huston, 1995).

Because the items in the original scale were highly related, we selected a set of 12 items
representing three subscales: behavior skills (for example, complies with teacher requests, be-
haves so as not to disturb peers), independent skills (for example, remains on-task with minimal
supervision, manages free time constructively), and transition skills (for example, recognizes
transition cues and stops ongoing behavior, moves quickly to next activity). The internal consis-
tency of the subscales and the total score were all above .90, and the subscales were highly re-
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lated to one another (r = .83 to .89). That is, teachers rated a child similarly (high or low) on all

the items.

Values and interests. The value that individuals attach to a task is an important determi-
nant of their motivation and of the likelihood that they will spend time and effort on it (Eccles et
al., 1997). Children's values for achievement in different areas were measured in two ways: their
interests or liking for different activities and their statements about how important an area of
achievement was to them. We were interested in the value attached to school, but also in other
types of activities that may benefit development.

Interests were assessed by scoring eight "filler" items in the Loneliness and Social Dis-
satisfaction Questionnaire (see next section). Although the major focus of this measure is peer
relationships, items about interests are included in order to vary the content of the items. Chil-
dren were asked how much they like school, reading, math (summed to form academic interest),
sports, music, art, television, and playing outdoors. The questions on the measure are identical,
but the response scales for children aged 6-8 have three levels ("no," "sometimes," "yes") while
those for children aged 9-12 have five levels, ranging from "not true at all" to "always true."

Relationship between measures of school performance and interest. For the most
part, reports of children's school achievement were consistent. Teachers' reports of achievement
were moderately correlated with parents' reports ofachievement (r = .44) and school progress (r
= .24). For children aged 9-12, children's reported interest was correlated with parents' reports of
achievement and progress. See Table 1.3 for correlations between measures of children's school
achievement and interest.

Educational aspirations and expectations. Educational aspirations and expectations
were assessed on the basis of both parent and child reports. Educational aspirations were meas-
ured only for children aged 9-12 because younger children do not have a frame of reference to
answer such questions. Using an item from Medrich et al. (1994), parents indicated their educa-
tional aspirations for the focal child; 1 = some high school; 2 = finish high school; 3 = technical
school after high school; 4 = some college; 5 = finish college; 6 = graduate or professional school
after college. A second item, with the same response categories, tapped parents' educational ex-
pectations for the focal child. Finally, using the same response categories, the parents indicated
the minimum level of educational attainment by the focal child that would be acceptable.

Children aged 9-12 were asked to indicate how sure they were that they would finish high
school, go to college, and finish college. For each of the three items, children responded on a
five-point scale, ranging from "not at all sure" to "very sure," with higher scores indicating
greater certainty. Children were alai asked to estimate their parents' educational expectations for
them using the same three items. The items were taken from a measure of occupational and edu-
cational aspirations/expectations (Cook et al., 1996). All of the items were moderately correlated
to one another. That is, children who believed that their parents had high educational expecta-
tions of them were likely to have high expectations themselves. The high correlations between
the items on attending and completing college (child's expectation and the child's perception of
the parent's expectation, r = :66 and .73, respectively) suggest that if children believed they
would attend college, they were quite sure they would be able to complete college as well. See
Table 1.4 for the relationship between children's expectations and perceptions of their parents'
expectations for them.
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Appendix Table 1.3

The New Hope Project

Pairwise Correlations of Educational Measures of Achievement

Measure

Teacher Report
of School

Achievement

Parent Report
of School
Progress

Parent Report
of School

Achievement

Total
Classroom
Behavior

Academic Academic
Interest Interest

(ages 6-8) (ages 9-12)
Sample

Size

Teacher report of
school achievement 416

Parent report of
school progress 0.235 *** 657

Parent report of
school achievement 0.438 *** 0.428 *** 654

Total classroom
behavior 0.632 *** 0.207 *** 0.349 *** 418

Academic interest
(ages 6-8) 0.006 0.031 0.168 * 0.024 228

Academic interest
(ages 9-12) 0.093 0.183 ** 0.226 *** 0.040 0.000 287

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Correlations in this table represent the statistical association between pairs of measures. Values range from -1.00
(indicating an inverse relationship between measures) to +1.00 (indicating a positive relationship between measures).
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = .01 percent, ** = 1 percent, and * = 5 percent.

X300
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Occupational aspirations and expectations. Children aged 6-12 were asked about their
occupational aspirations and expectations, using a set of questions adapted from Cook and col-
leagues (1996). They were asked first what occupation they would like to have when they grow
up; then they were asked what they thought they would actually do when they grow up. Both re-
sponses were coded according to codes from the 1980 Census Occupational Classification, occu-
pational prestige scores developed by Nakeo and Treas (1990), and a scheme categorizing jobs. as
managerial/professional or service, with more specific subgroups under each of these headings
(Ripke and Mistry, 1998). To evaluate how specific children's job knowledge was, we also
coded their responses on a four-point scale from "vague" to "very elaborate."

Child Psychological Well-Being

Three measures of children's sense of competence and well-being were obtained. All
three measures have been standardized on populations in this age group, though normative in-
formation for children of color or children from low-income families is limited.

Perceived competence. Children's sense of competence was measured using parallel
scales designed for the two age groups: the Pictorial Scale of Perceived Competence and Social
Acceptance for Young Children (Harter, 1985) for children aged 6-8 and the Self-Perception Pro-
file (Harter and Pike, 1984) for those aged 9-12.

In both measures, the items present two contrasting children. For example, one item in
the Pictorial Scale is: "This boy/girl isn't very good at numbers. This boy/girl is pretty good at
numbers. Which of these boys/girls is most like you?" Each item is accompanied by a pair of
pictures illustrating the stimulus children. (Because the children in the drawings in the original
scale all looked European American, we commissioned an artist to draw new pictures depicting
more ethnically diverse children than those in the original scale.) Once the respondent chose one
of the stimulus children, the examiner asked a second question. In the math example, if the re-
spondent chose the one who is not good at numbers, the follow-up was: "Are you not too good at
numbers (1) or pretty good (2)?" If the child chose the stimulus child who is pretty good, the
follow-up question was: "Are you pretty good (3) or really good (4) at numbers?" The score for
each item can range from 1 to 4.

The two scales of this instrument used for the purposes of this study were Perceived Cog-
nitive Competence and Perceived Physical Competence. In the standardization sample, the inter-
nal consistencies were .76 and .53, respectively. In the CFS sample, they were .74 and .67, indi-
cating that the items within each scale were measuring a unified construct. The two scales were
moderately related to one another (r = .60). That is, children who perceived themselves as highly
competent in cognitive skills were also likely to consider themselves high in athletic skills.

The Self-Perception Profile, used for ages 9-12, has a similar format, but no pictures ac-
company the verbal descriptions. Three aspects of self-perception were measured: scholastic
competence, athletic competence, and global self-worth. In the standardization samples, all three
measures had high levels of internal consistency (about .80). In the CFS sample, the internal con-
sistencies were .70, .54, and .74, respectively, suggesting that the items measuring athletic com-
petence were not assessing a unitary construct. The three types of perceived competence were
moderately related to one another with intercorrelations ranging from .34 to .37; that is, for these
older children, there was some tendency for children who felt competent in one domain to also
feel competent in the others.

°Oa-328- (.0



Peer relationships. The Loneliness and Social Dissatisfaction Questionnaire measures
children's perceptions of peer relations and friendships (Asher and Wheeler, 1985; Cassidy and
Asher, 1992). It has 16 items that loaded on one factor in the standardization sample of 200 chil-
dren in 3rd grade through 6th grade. The items are in the form of questions for children aged 6-8
(for example, "Is it easy for you to make new friends?"), and children answer on a three-point
scale: "yes," "sometimes," or "no." For those aged 9-12, the items are in the form of statements
(for example, "It's hard for me to make new friends"), and children answer on a five-point scale,
ranging from "always true" to "not true at all." On the original measure, high scores indicate
loneliness. We reversed the direction of all items so that high scores represent satisfaction with
peer relationships. The internal consistency in the original sample was .90. In the CFS sample, it
was .65 for children aged 6-8 and .89 for those aged 9-12, indicating that the items measured a
single construct better for older children than for younger children.

Anxiety. Children's general anxiety was measured with a modified version of the Re-
vised Children's Manifest Anxiety Scale (Pe la and Reynolds, 1982; Reynolds and Richmond,
1990). A 13-item abbreviated version of the original 28-item measure contained items measuring
physiological anxiety (for example, have trouble going to sleep), worry/oversensitivity (for ex-
ample, worry a lot), and social concerns (for example, other children are happier). These were
summed to form a total anxiety score. Younger children responded to questions on a three-point
scale: "yes," "sometimes," or "no." For older children, the items asked how often something oc-
curs; the responses were made on a five-point scale, ranging from "all of the time" to "never."

After examining the inter-item correlations, the decision was made to drop one item for
the younger children only ("I am tired a lot"), because it did not correlate with any of the other
items. The concept of tiredness may be difficult for young children to assess.

In the standardization sample, the children took the test a second time nine months after
the first administration. Responses were fairly consistent over time (correlation .68), indicating
that the tendency to report high or low levels of anxiety is a moderately stable characteristic.

In the CFS sample, the internal consistencies for total anxiety were .70 for children aged
6-8 and .87 for those aged 9-12, indicating that the items were measuring one construct for both
age groups. The internal consistencies within each of the three subscales for the younger and
older children, respectively, were: physiological anxiety, .57 and .68; worry, .47 and .75; social
concern, .49 and .70. Older children were somewhat more consistent in their responses than
younger ones. The three subscales were moderately correlated with one another for the younger
children (range was .30 to .44) and more strongly correlated for older children (range .59 to .67).

Relationship among perceived competence, peer relations, and anxiety. Children's
feelings of competence, perceived peer relationships, and their levels of anxiety were related to
one another for the younger (ages 6-8) and older (ages 9-12) children. Those children who felt
most competent also felt more satisfied with their peer relationships (r = .20 for younger children
and r = .28 to .35 for older children). Older children who felt more competent and more satisfied
with peers also reported feeling less anxious (correlations from -.10 to -.49). For younger chil-
dren, however, satisfaction with peers was slightly positively correlated with anxiety (r = .24 and
.37). In general, correlations among the measures were lower for younger children than for older
children. See Tables 1.5 and 1.6 for correlations among the measures of child psychological well-
being.
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Appendix Table 1.5

The New Hope Project

Pairwise Correlations of Measures of Younger Child's Psychological Well-Being (ages 6-8)

Measure

Perceived
Cognitive

Competence

Perceived
Physical

Competence
Friendship

Scale
Physiological Total

Anxiety Anxiety
Sample

Size

Perceived cognitive competence 228

Perceived physical competence 0.596 *** 228

Friendship Scale 0.201 ** 0.167 * 229

Physiological anxiety -0.087 0.052 0.240 *** 229

Total anxiety 0.029 0.085 0.367 *** 0.782 *** 229

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Correlations in this table represent the statistical association between pairs of measures. Valuesrange from -
1.00 (indicating an inverse relationship between measures) to +1.00 (indicating a positive relationship between
measures). Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = .01 percent, ** = 1 percent, and * = 5 percent.

401
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A comment on measurement. The reliability of all of these measures was better for
children aged 9-12 than for thoSe aged 6-8. That is, their answers to questions designed to meas-
ure a particular construct were more consistent, and they were able to make finer distinctions.
This age difference is to be expected on the basis of what is known about cognitive development.
Older children can translate their experiences into the language and numerical scales used in
these measures better than younger ones. It is also likely that older children have more clearly
formed and stable concepts about themselves, their relations to others, and their emotional lives.
Because they are more reliable, the measures are probably also more valid for older children than
for younger ones; there is more random error of measurement for the younger children. For that
reason, on statistical grounds alone we would expect fewer significant differences between
younger children than between older children in New Hope and control families. Where differ-
ences do occur, however, they are just as likely to be correct because the tests for statistical sig-
nificance take into account the amount of random error in the measures.

Social Behavior

Many studies of children from low-income families focus on the negative aspects of so-
cial behavior rather than positive qualities. Our theoretical framework led us to give equal em-
phasis to both positive and problem behavior. Both parents and teachers completed the Positive
Behavior Scale and the Social Skills Rating System Problem Behavior Scale. Because of time
restrictions on the parent interview, parents completed these scales for only one of their children
(the first focal child), but teachers were asked about both children in a family if both were
school-age. Items from the two measures were intermixed to reduce response sets.

Children aged 6-12 were given a measure of social problem-solving, and those aged 9-12
received a measure of self-control.

Positive behavior. The Positive Behavior Scale was developed for the New Chance sur-
vey (Quint, Bos, and Polit, 1997), a study of over 2,000 low-income mothers and their children.
A parallel version for teachers contains similar or identical items. Its 25 items can be divided into
three subscales: compliance/self-control (for example, thinks before he/she acts, usually does
what I tell him/her) social competence and sensitivity (for example, gets along well with other
children, shows concern for other people's feelings), and autonomy (for example, tries to do
things for him/herself, is self-reliant). The parent or teacher responds on a five-point scale, rang-
ing from "never" to "all of the time." The Positive Behavior Scale was chosen for this study in-
stead of a similar set of items from the Social Skills Rating System because it was judged by the
investigators and community representatives in Milwaukee as more appropriate for the popula-
tions being studied, and it had been standardized on a multi-ethnic sample of mothers with low
incomes.

For the New Chance sample, the internal consistency of the total score was .94 for parent
ratings (internal consistencies for the subscales ranged from .77 to .88. For the CFS sample, the
internal consistency for the total score was .91 for parent ratings and .95 for teacher ratings. The
consistencies within subscales ranged from .71 to .86 for parents and from .81 to .92 for teachers.
That is, both parents and teachers were fairly consistent in their descriptions of these qualities in
children.

Problem behavior. The Problem Behavior Scale from the Social Skills Rating System
(Gresham and Elliot, 1990) was administered to both parents and teachers. Parents received two

-33% L;4 n



components: externalizing problems and internalizing problems. Externalizing problems include
aggression and lack of behavior control ("is aggressive toward people or objects," "has temper
tantrums"). Internalizing problems include social withdrawal and excessive fearfulness ("appears
lonely," "acts sad or depressed"). Teachers completed the externalizing, internalizing, and hyper-
activity ("is easily distracted," "disturbs ongoing activities") components. Teachers also reported
how often they had to discipline the child for misbehavior. The items for preschool children
(ages 3-5) are slightly different from those for children aged 6-12. Because the parents completed
two components and the teachers completed three, the total scores for the two are not compara-
ble.

The internal consistencies for parents' ratings of preschool children were .69 for the total
score and from .63 to .70 for the two components. They were somewhat higher for parents' rat-
ings of children aged 6-12: .77 for the total score and .61 to .81 for the components. Internal con-
sistencies for teacher ratings ranged from .78 to .92. That is, teachers were more consistent than
parents in their ratings of school-age children, and parents were more consistent in their ratings
of school-age children than of preschool children.

Social problem-solving. The Social Problem-Solving Skills measure, administered to
children aged 6-12, contains vignettes that elicit children's responses to peer conflicts or pro-
vocations and to situations requiring social initiation (Dodge, Petit, and Bates, 1994; Dodge et
al., 1995). Each vignette was accompanied by a line drawing illustrating the scene. One provoca-
tion vignette showed a child pushing another child out of line at school; the other showed a play-
ground scene in which someone calls a child names and makes fun of him/her. One social initia-
tion vignette showed and described a child who would like to be friends with someone in her/his
class; the other showed a child who would like to join a kickball game.

Children provided open-ended responses indicating what they could say or do in this
situation. After the first response, they were asked to think of something else they could say or
do. Prompting continued until they gave two distinct responses or indicated that they could not
think of anything more. The four vignettes were chosen from eight items in the original measure
because of the time required for administration and because children in the pilot studies either
became fatigued or repeated their responses on the later items administered. For 6-year-olds in
pilot testing, even this number of items was too large, so they received only the two social initia-
tion items.

Children's responses were coded as aggression (physical or verbal attack or retaliation),
appeal to an authority to punish the transgressor, social competence (socially appropriate actions
such as asking, making deals, sharing), appeal to authority to intervene, and passivity
(inappropriate or ineffectual response). Five coders were trained to a criterion level of 90 percent
reliability based on percentage agreement. Thereafter, one coder served as a reliability coder and
double-coded 25 percent of the responses to assure that a 90 percent level of reliability was
maintained.

Each child received a social competence score and an aggression score. The competence
score represents the number of socially competent responses to the provocation and social initia-
tion. The aggression score represents the total number of aggressive/punishment responses (that
is, answers coded as aggressive or an appeal to authority to punish). The possible range of scores
was 0 to 8 for social competence (two coded responses to four vignettes) and 0 to 4 for aggres-
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sion (two coded responses to provocation vignettes only). In the CFS sample, social competency
and aggression were only slightly correlated (r = -.10). It is important to note that aggres-
sive/punishments responses were not common; the mean number of such responses was .88 (out
of a possible 4.0).

Self-control. Children's ability to concentrate and attend in school was measured with a
five-item Children's Perceived Self-Control Scale (Humphreys, 1982). In the standardization
study, these five items loaded on a single factor, and test-retest reliability over a three-week in-
terval was .63. In the CFS sample, the internal consistency for the scale was .67. That is, children
were only moderately consistent in their responses to these questions.

Relationship between positive and problem behavior ratings. Ratings of positive and
problem behaviors were expected to be related; that is, children rated higher on positive behavior
were likely to be rated lower on problem behavior, and those rated higher on problem behavior
were likely to be rated lower on positive behavior. These patterns might be expected to occur
more for compliance than for autonomy. The parents' ratings followed this pattern. The correla-
tions between total positive behavior and total problem behavior were -.33 for children aged 3-5
and -.55 for those aged 6-12, indicating that high scores on positive behavior tended to go with
low scores on problem behavior. This was particularly true for the relation of compliance to ex-
ternalizing problem behavior, a pattern that one would expect (r = -.56). The modest size of the
correlations indicates, however, that positive and problem behaviors were not simply opposite
ends of a single dimension. They describe different aspects of children's behavior.

Parent and teacher ratings were minimally related. The correlations between their ratings
were .13 to .20 for total positive behavior, externalizing problems, and internalizing problems.
Both parent and teacher ratings correlated modestly, but significantly, with children's self-
control scores (ranging from .17 to .22). See Tables 1.7-1.9 for correlations between measures of
children's social behavior.

The low relationship between parent and teacher ratings is consistent with many other
findings on children's social behavior. One reason may be that children behave differently in dif-
ferent contexts, so parents and teachers are actually seeing different levels of positive and prob-
lem behavior. This does not mean that children are inconsistent within contexts. They often have
stable patterns of behavior within a setting (for example, being helpful and compliant at home).

Parents and teachers have different types of contact with children. Teachers see children
primarily within a large group and do not interact with them on an individual level very much.
Teachers are probably most aware of salient aspects of behavior, particularly misbehavior. Par-
ents see children in home and other settings where there are fewer people, and the age mix of
adults and children may be different. The fact that both parents and teachers are less reliable in
detecting internalizing problems than externalizing problems is probably because aggression and
noncompliance draw attention and are much easier to observe than sadness and social with-
drawal.

Still another reason for the parent-teacher discrepancy could be differences in their inter-
pretation or bases for judging the behaviors in the items. The items were selected because they
describe observable behaviors and do not require judgments about children's motives or person-
alities, but it is still possible that adults use different criteria for evaluating them. Adults may also
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value qualities differently. Some may consider autonomy an important value; others may be
more concerned about compliance.

Parents are also much more emotionally invested in their children than teachers are, both
because they love their children and because they believe that a child's behavior reflects on the
parent. Hence, parents have more reasons to present their children in a positive light. Teacher
ratings, on the other hand, could be influenced by negative stereotypes based on ethnic group or
social class. The most reasonable way to interpret any results found is that the behavior reported
is valid for the context in which the observations were made.
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Appendix J

Ethnographic Vignettes

The 10 family vignettes presented in Chapters 3-6 are drawn from a longitudinal ethno-
graphic study of 46 families in the Child and Family Studies (CFS): 23 New Hope participant
families and 23 control group families were drawn at random from the CFS for the ethnographic
study in the spring of 1998. The ethnographic study is ongoing, and fieldwork was begun while
the present report was being drafted. For this report, authors integrated vignettes into their own
chapters wherever they felt these vignettes would be useful as supplementary material.

The ethnographic study of the impact of New Hope focuses on possible differences in the
organization of family activities and the family daily routine due to New Hope participation. The
ethnographic work began in early 1998, when most families in the experimental group were
completing the program, and will continue over the next three years. Because of its start date,
none of the families in the ethnographic study were participating in it during their first 24 months
after enrollment. Therefore, all the findings from the ethnography should be thought of as after-
the-fact reconstructions to the degree that they describe events during the first two years of fol-
low-up. The fieldwork includes interviews with parents about their life circumstances and their
views of New Hope and other services; participant observation of family life; and interviews and
participant observation with the children in the CFS.

The family vignettes prepared for the survey report were selected because they exempli-
fied a pattern in family adaptation or circumstances that was also found in the survey analysis
and that the authors thought would be useful to include. The fieldworker who worked with a par-
ticular family wrote the summary based on his or her fieldnotes and on the survey data for that
case, in collaboration with Tom Weisner and Cindy Bernheimer. Each vignette crystallizes, in
the life of one particular family, a more general pattern shown in the survey findings for the
chapter. These vignettes do not cover all the patterns that could have been illustrated and are not
chosen because they represent the 10 best or most important ones. They are 10 interesting cases,
of many more possible, that fit in terms of their content within the lengthy report.

The 10 patterns (using the titles of the vignettes) selected are listed in their order of pres-
entation in the report:

Strategic Use of New Hope Benefits

Families in the New Hope and Control Groups Are Often Aware of, in Need
of, and Use a Variety of Services in Creative Ways

L'Kesha's CSJ Leads to a Permanent Job

Some New Hope Participants Already May Have Had Other Job-Provided
Benefits, and/or May Have Wanted Services That New Hope Did Not Offer

A Control Group Member Worries About Health Coverage
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New Hope Parents Gained in Their Sense of Agency and Hope from the Pro-
gram and Their Reps

Some Parents Have Different Concerns for Boys Than for Girls

Provision of Child Care Leads to More Stable Employment

Balancing Work, Education, and the Care of Young Children

Use of Extended Day Care Has Helped Parents Work Full Time or Flexible

Time

Although the focus of each vignette is the particular pattern we chose to illustrate, as re-
flected in the title, some other circumstances of each family's life are included to add a sense of
context to the pattern represented. The survey findings all arise out of the complex life experi-
ences we have tried to capture briefly in these vignettes.

The vignettes are not blended composites of several cases: each represents a single fam-
ily's circumstances. Names have been changed, and other information in the vignettes (such as
jobs, locations of jobs and residences, family circumstances, background information, and so
forth) have been selectively altered in such a way as to make identification of any specific family
or individual impossible based on the vignette, yet done so that the vignette still retains the same
pattern or type of family circumstance.

The ethnographic work is closely coordinated with other members of the MDRC-
MacArthur Network group participating in the evaluation (Greg Duncan at Northwestern, Aletha
Huston at Texas, and Bob Granger at MDRC). The fieldworkers currently participating in the
project include: Melania Adem, University of WisconsinMadison; Lucinda Bernheimer, UCLA;
Nelle Chmielewski, University of WisconsinMadison; Victor Espinosa, UCLA; Christina Gib-
son, Northwestern University; Eboni Howard, Northwestern University; Katherine Magnuson,
Northwestern University; Jennifer Romich, Northwestern University; and Devarati Syam, Uni-
versity of WisconsinMilwaukee. The ethnographic study is supported by the MacArthur Foun-
dation, NICHD, the UCLA Culture and Health Center and the UCLA Fieldwork and Qualitative
Data Laboratory, Department of Psychiatry.

-343-
5

418



Appendix K

The Barrier Indicator Index

419



Appendix K

The Barrier Indicator Index

The diverse nature of New Hope participants was apparent from the very start of the pro-
gram's operations. Many parents who were employed full time at random assignment appeared
attracted to the program because it promised to make their work and family lives more manage-
able. Those not employed full time at random assignment often saw New Hope's supports as a
way of entering the world of full-time work. However, the disparate credentials, situations, and
experiences of this subgroup led us to expect differential success in meeting their goals. In addi-
tion, it appeared that New Hope might be able to help some participants more than others. Some
participants might succeed without New Hope, others might benefit from the program, and some
might succeed only with help from a different intervention.

In this appendix we detail the development of the barrier indicator index used in this re-
port to distinguish families for whom the program made more (or less) of a difference. Although
we were unable to measure precisely many of the barriers suggested by our ethnographic work,
we were able to construct indicators that captured particular types of barriers.

We found that individually the barrier indicators did not reliably predict which people
were best able to translate New Hope supports into sustained earnings gains. However, the total
number of barriers was indeed highly predictive of who benefited most from program supports.
Specifically, among those not employed full time at random assignment, positive program im-
pacts on earnings were concentrated among participants who faced few barriers. This is impor-
tant because it suggests that, despite similar rates of participation in the New Hope Program and
labor market, families differed systematically in their ability to translate New Hope's supports
into sustained earnings increases.

We sound two notes of caution. First, the particular barrier indicators available in our
quantitative data at best represent relevant categories of potential problems, rather than precise
definitions. Thus, indicators in our index should not be viewed as measures to be used for actual
program targeting. Instead, our results reveal the more general fact of disparate program impacts,
even within the New Hope context in which every participant had access to the same set of work
supports.

Second, although the barriers indicator index proved effective in identifying groups that
differed in their ability to translate New Hope supports into sustained increases in earnings, it
was not effective in identifying groups with differential ability to translate program supports into
many noneconomic outcomes studied in this report.

Barriers in Concept

Because of its underlying assumption that all of its supports were necessary to link full-
time work to economic self-sufficiency, the New Hope program did not limit eligibility for any
of its benefits according to clients' needs or characteristics. Nonetheless, ethnographic work and
prior literature suggested that families did indeed differ in the number and types of problems they
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faced in getting and keeping jobs. These differences led us to expect that families would have
differential success in translating New Hope supports into sustained earnings increases.

All families in the ethnography detailed a variety of struggles that they faced in their la-
bor market efforts, which fell into several distinct categories. To describe the categories we
thought were important, we generated a list of potential barriers that we saw in fieldwork and
previous literature.' The preliminary list of barriers was long and wide-ranging, involving such
factors as poor physical health, drug or alcohol abuse, lack of access to transportation, poor
mental health, domestic violence, family stress, problems in arranging child care, prior arrest re-
cord, as well as low levels of education and work skills.

Furthermore, we observed that families with multiple barriers tended to struggle more
than those with fewer barriers, regardless of the particular types of barriers they faced. Among
participants not employed when they entered the New Hope program, both controls and experi-
mentals with few barriers to employment appeared to have an easier time finding and maintain-
ing steady work in job-rich Milwaukee.

The ethnography suggested that a middle group of families those with few barriers
might be best able to make the changes needed to translate New Hope supports into sustained
earnings increases. For example, one mother indicated that a primary problem in maintaining her
employment was arranging affordable child care. Another had arthritis that restricted the amount
of time she could stand each day and experienced problems finding either a permanent job or
temporary work that would accommodate her medical needs. Sustaining employment was often
complicated by unexpected problems such as harassment by coworkers or sickness in the family,
and it was undermined by an ongoing struggle to seek out private and public resources that
would help participants to support their family.

Fieldworkers also noted that the greater the number of problems, the harder it was for
participants to arrange their subsequent work experiences in a way that increased their earnings.
For example, some mothers with even three obstacles (lack of prior work experience, the cost of
child care, and ongoing depression) had to maintain employment. Similarly, other parents faced
the need to find a job despite the difficulties of not having a GED or high school diploma, need-
ing to arrange care for several children, and coping with an abusive domestic partner. Although
families with multiple barriers entered the workforce, used New Hope benefits, and struggled to
provide for their families, overall they appeared less capable of translating program supports into
earnings increases throughout the program's first two years.

In sum, preliminary fieldwork suggested the utility of a three-way split to capture differ-
ential program impacts on earnings: families with few barriers, who did not appear to need New
Hope supports to sustain employment and improve earnings in the job-rich Milwaukee labor
market; families with moderate barriers, for whom New Hope supports might be most important;
and families with multiple barriers, for whom a New Hope-style package of work supports might
be insufficient to increase earnings. By counting the number of cases that fit this profile within
the ethnographic sample, fieldworkers collectively arrived at a rough estimate of the proportion
of New Hope participants with multiple barriers that was as high as 15-20 percent of all partici-
pants.

'Danziger et al., 1998.
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Operationalizing the Barrier Indicator Index

Information gathered at random' aSsignment was insufficient to measure most of the barri-
ers we had noted in fieldwork and the literature. However, we were able to capture six relevant
problem categories: a long period of unemployment (no job in the past six years), many or young
children, having been fired from the period of longest employment, not having a high school di-
ploma or GED, not having access to a car, and having an arrest record. Table K.1 lists our defi-
nitions, as constructed from the background information form (BIF).

Not being able to operationalize our conceptual list of employment-related barriers led us
to rethink the role of the barrier index and thus to realize that each indicator actually represented
an important category of potential bathers. For example, having many children might not only
reflect difficulties in making child care arrangements, but it might also increase the probability of
having a child with health or behavior problems. Alternative definitions of several of the indica-
tors, such as "many or young children," offered only slightly different subgroup sizes and pro-
gram impacts on employment and earnings, but did not change the overall findings.

To investigate whether the total number of barrier indicators was more important than
any individual barrier indicator, we first estimated program impacts among subgroups defined by
individual barrier indicators. Table K.2 presents experimental and control differences in earned
income over the two years of the program for the individual barrier indicator subgroups.' These
amounts include earnings from employment, including CSJ wages, but not earnings supplements.

For example, the second to last entry in Column 3 shows that among the 335 participants
who had entered the program not employed full time and without access to a car, the experimen-
tals in the full sample earned a statistically significant $1,767 more than controls. Similarly,
among the 604 participants not employed full time with access to a car the experimentals earned
$1,586 more than controls, and this difference was not statistically significant. Column 2 pres-
ents the difference in program impacts between the two barrier indicator subgroups. The values
in this column reveal to what extent the barrier indicator subgroups produced differential eco-
nomic program impacts: differences between families with and without a car amounted to an in-
significant $181.

If program effects on earnings depended on whether participants faced a specific barrier,
then we would expect to see significant program impacts between those individuals with a given
barrier and those not facing the barrier. Columns 2 and 5 show that this was not the case in all
four subgroup splits. In other words, there were no important differences in program impacts de-
pending on whether participants had many or young children, an arrest record, no high school
diploma or GED, or no access to a car for work.

For the full sample and the CFS sample, there were program-control differences for the
child-related barrier and the transportation indicator. However, for the child-related barrier, the
pattern of program effects was inconsistent with a barriers interpretation: program impacts on
earnings were larger among families without the barrier than among families with the barrier.
Although the transportation split produced the expected pattern of greater program impacts for

'Subgroups based on the indicators related to having been fired or not having worked in the past six years were
too small to carry out these analyses.
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Appendix Table K.1

The New Hope Project

Coding of Selected Barrier Indicators

Selected Questions from Background Information Form

"What was the date you last worked?"

Coded as a Barrier if...

"Do you have two or more children under 6 years of age or
four or more children under 12 years of age?"

"Why did you leave that job?" (the job you had been
employed at for the longest period of time)

"Since your 16th birthday have you ever been arrested for
anything?"

"Highest degree or diploma earned?"

"Do you have access to a car you can use for work?"a

The date given was six or more years prior to the date of
random assignment

The respondent had two or more children under age 4 as
determined by reported birth dates

The respondent indicated that he/she had been fired from
this job

The respondent replied that he/she had been arrested

The respondent had not achieved a HS diploma or a GED

The respondent indicated that he/she did not have access to
a car for work

NOTE: aThis item is not part of the final index of barrier indicators.

423
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Appendix Table K.2

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Earnings Impacts for the Full Sample and the Child and Family Study (CFS) Sample,
by Selected Barrier Indicators

Barrier Indicatora

Full Sample CFS Sample

Program-Control
Difference ($)

Program-Control
Difference Between

Subgroups" ($)
Sample

Size

Program-Control
Difference ($)

Program-Control
Difference Between

Subgroups" ($)
Sample

Size

Not employed full time at
random assignment and -2,232 -2,187

Neither many nor
young children 2,168 *** 707 2,176 * 318
Many or young children -64 232 -11 230

Not employed full time at
random assignment and 1,073 -1,554

No arrest record 1,251 702 1,529 444
Arrest record 2,324 * 236 -25 104

Not employed full time at
random assignment and -191 -163

HS diploma or GED 1,708 * 510 1,403 293
No HS diploma or GED 1,517 429 1,240 255

Not employed full time at
random assignment and 181 1,730

Access to car 1,586 335 248 225
No access to car 1,767 ** 604 1,978 * 323

Employed full time at
random assignment -782 418 423 264

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the Background Information Forms (BIFs) and the Wisconsin unemployment
insurance (UI) records.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment characteristics of
sample members. A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical significance
levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

aData for the categories "not having worked in the past six years" and "having been fired from period of longest employment"
are not included owing to their small sample sizes.

"This column represents the difference between the barrier indicator subgroups noted in column 4 for the full sample and
column 6 for the CFS sample.
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families lacking transportation, this was most true for the CFS sample. It puzzled us to see that
the difference between the two subgroups in the full sample ($181) was not comparable to that of
the CFS sample ($1,730).

Having determined that none of the individual items appeared to be consistently powerful
in identifying subgroups with differential ability to translate New Hope supports into sustained
gains, we summed the items to create an index of barrier indicators and used the summed index
to divide the sample into low, moderate, and high barrier groups. Of special interest was whether
the size of the high barrier group could be made to correspond to the 15-20 percent size sug-
gested by the ethnographic work.

Here we found that an index of indicators that included access to a car was problematic.
Some 793 participants reported that they did not have access to a car for transportation to work at
random assignment. This produced an unbalanced distribution of the sample across categories of
the index.' More important, the index failed to concentrate program effects in any of the barrier
subgroups formed from the index.' While not denying that access to a car might constitute an
important barrier, we decided to remove the item from the index.

Items in the final list of barriers to employment a long period of unemployment (no
job in the past six years), many or young children, having been fired from the period of longest
employment, not having a high school diploma or GED, and having an arrest record matched
well with the New Hope program benefits. The program offered child care and dependent care
subsidies for those with eligible children. Several aspects of the program, such as job search as-
sistance and community service jobs, offered help to individuals who might have difficulty ob-
taining work. Finally, New Hope offered CSJ participants the opportunity to count 10 hours per
week of involvement in an educational program toward the 30-hour-work-week eligibility
threshold.

Table K.3 shows the distribution of the final barrier index items across the study samples.
The lack of a GED or high school diploma is the most frequent single barrier, followed by having
many or young children and having been arrested since age 16. Much smaller portions of the
sample reported having been fired from the period of longest employment or having been unem-
ployed for the past six years. For the most part, these patterns are similar within each of the bar-
rier indicator subgroups. Furthermore, the size of the groups created by the final index 20, 28,
and 21 percent in the respective low, moderate, and high barrier subgroups was consistent
with our ethnographic work.

Correlations between the barrier items and the index in the full and CFS samples are pre-
sented in Table K.4. The table indicates very modest associations among the items, which sug-
gests that the index should not be considered a "latent" measure with many highly correlated in-
dicators, but rather as the sum of indicators, most of which tap different domains. When consid-
ered collectively, these indicators affect program impacts in a way that is distinct from and more
powerful than the effects of individual items.

'The full distribution of the index with the transportation item was as follows: no barriers, 10 percent; one bar-
rier, 35 percent; two barriers, 33 percent; three barriers, 18 percent; four barriers or more, 4 percent.

4Program effects based on an index that includes the transportation item as shown in the bottom panel of Table
K.S.
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Appendix Table K.4

The New Hope Project

Correlations Between Selected Barrier Indicators for the Full Sample and
the Child and Family Study (CFS) Sample: Pearson Coefficients (P-Values)

Measure
Barrier
Index

No Job in Past
Six Years

Many or Young
Children

Fired from Period of
Longest Employment

Arrest No High School
Record Diploma or GED

Full Sample

Barrier index

No Job in Past
Six Years 0.243

(.000)

Many or young
children 0.599 -0.003

(.000) (.941)

Fired from period of
longest employment 0.241 -0.018 -0.056

(.000) (.613) (.110)

Arrest record 0.437 0.036 -0.026 0.051
(.000) (.312) (.454) (.144)

No high school
diploma or GED 0.624 0.017 0.108 0.006 -0.020

(.000) (.619) (.002) (.864) (.574)

CFS Sample

Barrier index

No Job in Past
Six Years 0.237

(.000)

Many or young
children 0.488 0.005

(.000) (.846)

Fired from period of
longest employment 0.316 0.013 -0.067

(.000) (.641) (.014)

Arrest record 0.485 0.012 -0.089 0.089
(.000) (.672) (.001) (.001)

No high school
diploma or GED 0.629 0.006 0.071 0.024 0.005

(.000) (.829) (.009) (.369) (.860)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the Background Information Forms (BIFs).
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Table K.5 presents sample sizes and program-control group differences for two-year
earnings for the barrier index and repeats this information for the index that includes the trans-
portation indicator. Strong positive program impacts are concentrated among the middle group of
families with moderate (that is, only one of the five) barriers in our final index. New Hope pro-
gram group members with low or high numbers of barriers did not earn significantly more than
their control group counterparts.' It is important to keep in mind that while this index was useful
in understanding patterns of sustained earning gains, analyses scattered across various chapters in
the report failed to show that it was useful for distinguishing benefit use, overall levels of em-
ployment, or the ability to profit from New Hope supports in other ways.

Summary

Ethnographic work and prior literature led us to suspect barrier indicators gathered at ran-
dom assignment might help identify the groups that were best and least able to translate New
Hope supports into sustained earnings gains. The results that individuals with moderate barri-
ers showed the biggest earnings gain convince us that even the volunteer New Hope sample
was heterogeneous in its ability to sustain earnings increases, despite being offered the same set
of benefits.

We return to our cautionary notes. First, since the indicators represent relevant categories
rather than precisely defined barriers, the index should not be viewed as a policy tool for identi-
fying subgroups likely to profit differentially from New Hope-type programs. Such policy tools
would need to be developed from more complete and precise measures and tailored to the cir-
cumstances of the program under consideration.

Second, an individual's circumstances change with time. Therefore, a family's score on
the index combines continuing and transitory components. This also argues for caution in think-
ing of the index as a policy tool. Finally, we should also note that the pattern of program effects
found with the barrier indicator index may not generalize to participants in New Hope-style pro-
grams in less favorable labor markets. In particular, participants not employed full time at ran-
dom assignment and facing few barriers may be more likely to need program supports to sustain
earnings increases in an environment with fewer job openings.

5We investigated whether participants in the high barrier group had smaller earnings impacts than the moderate
barrier group because of a higher rate of CSJ take-up or use. We found no significant differences between these two
groups in either the CSJ take-up or earnings.
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Appendix Table K.5

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Earnings Impacts for the Full Sample and the Child and Family Study (CFS) Sample,
by the Barrier Index With and Without the Transportation Indicator

Full Sample CFS Sample

% of Full
Measure Sample

Program-Control
Difference for

Two-Year Earnings ($)
Sample

Size
% of Full
Sample

Program-Control
Difference for

Two-Year Earnings ($)
Sample

Size

Barrier Index
Employed full time at
random assignment 30.8 -782 418 32.5 423 264
Not employed full time at
random assignment and

Low barriersa 19.5 797 265 16.3 290 132

Moderate barriers" 28.4 2,841 *** 386 27.6 2,537 * 224

High barrierse 20.9 1,095 284 23.5 104 191

Barrier index (including transportation)
Employed full time at
random assignment 30.8 -782 418 32.5 423 264
Not employed full time at
random assignment and

Low barriersa 6.7 27 91 6.3 -1,254 51

Moderate barriers" 23.9 1,531 325 22.7 1,525 184

High barriers` 38.2 1,657 * 519 38.4 1,305 312

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the Background Information Forms (BIFs) and the Wisconsin
unemployment insurance (UI) records.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random assignment
characteristics of sample members. A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

'This category is composed of participants who have none of the five barriers in the barrier indicator index.

bThis category is composed of participants who have one of the five barriers in the barrier indicator index.

`This category is composed of participants who have two or more of the five barriers in the barrier indicator index.
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Appendix Table L3.1.

The New Hope Project

Selected Characteristics, Opinions, and Employment History of Program Group Members
at Random Assignment, by Use of Any New Hope Financial Benefit

Within 24 Months After Random Assignment

Sample and Characteristic by Measure

Program

Group

Wed a
Benefita

Never Used a

Benefit

Selected Characteristics from Background Information Form

Demographic characteristic

Gender (%)
Female 71.4 70.6 74.5
Male 28.6 29.4t 25.5

Age (%) r.

18-19 6.1 5.4 '8.5
20-24 22.3 22.7 20.6
25-34 38.6 40.0 33.3
35-44 24.5 23.5 28.4
45-54 5.5 5.8 4.3
55 or over 3.1 2.6 5.0

Average age 31.9 31.8 32.3

Race/ethnicity (%) **

African-American, non-Hispanic 51.8 52.9 47.5
Hispanic 25.8 24.6 30.5
White, non-Hispanic 12.8 12.3 14.9
Asian/Pacific Islander 5.6 6.7 1.4
Native American/Alaskan Native 4.0 3.5 5.7

Resides in neighborhood (%) ** *

Northside 51.8 54.8 40.4
Southside 48.2 45.3 59.6

Household status

Shares household with" (%)
Spouse 12.0 13.4 6.4 **
Girlfriend/boyfriend 7.7 7.8 7.1
Children (own or partner's) 69.3 71.3 61.7 **
Others 22.9 20.6 31.9 ***

Lives alone (%) 12.8 13.2 11.4

Marital status (%)
Never married 59.4 58.5 63.1
Married, living with spouse , 12.5 14.0 7.1
Married, living apart 9.4 9.1 10.6
Separated, divorced, or widowed 18.6 18.4 19.2

Number of children in household (%)
None 29.6 27.4 38.3 *
1 child 19.6 20.3 17.0
2 children 20.2 21.0 17.0
3 or more 30.5 31.3 27.7

Among households with children,
Age of youngest child (%)

2 or under 44.9 46.9 35.6
3-5 24.5 23.9 27.6
6 or over 30.6 29.2 36.8

(continued)
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Appendix Table L3.1 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic by Measure

Program
Group

Used a

Benefita

Never Used a

Benefit

For CFS households, age of childe
1-3 (12-47 months) 57.1 60.4 54.9

4-10 (48-131 months) 74.0 72.0 77.5

Household has second potential wage earner (%) 13.1 14.9 6.4 ***

Labor force status

Ever employed (%) 95.9 96.3 94.3

Ever employed full time (%) 85.7 86.9 80.9 *

For longest full-time job, among those ever employed full time, (N=580)
Average length of job (months) 38.5 37.5 42.7

Benefits provided (%)
Paid vacation 50.9 52.4 44.7

Paid sick leave 39.7 39.7 39.5

Medical coverage (individual) 29.1 29.2 29.0

Medical coverage (family) 27.4 28.1 24.6

Coverage by a union 14.3 14.6 13.2

Pension/retirement 21.6 21.9 20.2

Child care 1.2 1.1 1.8

Tuition reimbursement 8.5 8.6 7.9

Approximate earnings in past 12 months (%)
*4.*

None 30.2 26.4 44.7

$1-999 17.4 18.3 14.2

$1,000-4,999 24.2 24.2 24.1

$5,000-9,999 16.1 18.3 7.8

$10,000-14,999 8.3 9.3 4.3
$15,000 or above 3.8 3.5 5.0

Current employment status (%)
***

Employed 37.9 43.2 17.7

Not employed 54.7 49.9 73.1

Missing 7.4 6.9 9.2

Among those currently employed,
Average hourly wage ($) 6.29 6.30 6.24

'Average hours worked per week (%)
*

1-29 22.7 20.3 .44.0

30 or more 77.3 79.7 56.0

Public assistance status

Currently receiving AFDC, General Assistance,
Food Stamps, or Medicaid (%)

Any type 61.1 59.8 66.0

AFDC 44.3 41.9 53.2 **

General Assistance 5.2 5.4 4.3

Food Stamps 56.1 55.5 58.2

Medicaid 49.4 48.0 54.6

Total prior AFDC/GA cash assistancef (%)
None 25.0 24.1 28.4

Less than 2 years 30.5 30.3 31.2
2 years or more but less than 5 years 20.0 20.6 17.7

5 years or more 24.6 25.1 22.7

Resided as a child in a household receiving AFDC (%) 35.5 37.4 28.4
(continued)
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Appendix Table L3.1 (continued)

Sample and Characteristic by Measure
Program

Group
Used a

Benefits

Never Used a

Benefit

Educational status

Received high school diploma or GEDg (%) 58.1 60.2 50.4 *

Highest grade completed in school (average) 10.8 10.8 10.8

Currently enrolled in any type of education or training (%) 30.2 28.7 36.2 *

Other factors related to obtaining/retaining employment

Have access to a car (%) 41.0 42.6 34.8 *

Ever arrested for anything since 16th birthday (%) 21.1 21.4 19.9

Number of moves in past 2 years (%)
None 31.1 30.7 32.6
1 30.8 31.5 28.4
2 or more 33.0 32.6 34.8
Missing 5.0 5.2 4.3

Sample size 678 537 141

Opinions and Employment History from Private Opinion Survey

Client-reported employment history

Number of full-time jobs (30 hours or more a week)
held in the past 5 years (%) *

None 20.2 17.6 31.1
1 31.3 31.2 32.0
2 or 3 33.8 36.5 22.3
4 or more 14.7 14.8 14.6

When unemployed, length of time it took to find new work (%)
1 month or less 31.9 32.5 29.2
2-6 months 38.9 39.5 36.5
More than 6 months 12.9 13.5 10.4
Don't know 16.3 14.5 24.0

Client-reported situations that affect employment

Those who reported health problems that limit the type of work
they can do (%) 14.5 13.6 18.3

Those who have: (%)
Ever been evicted from an apartment or house over the past 10 years 16.8 16.1 20.0
Ever been homeless 22.9 23.2 22.0
Ever quit a job 59.8 59.8 59.6

Client-reported education and training preferences

Those who agreed a lot that they wanted to: (%)
Go to school part time to study basic reading and math 32.1 32.9 28.7
Go to school part time to get a GED 31.8 31.9 31.6
Get on-the-job training for 1-3 months in a type of work

that they have not tried before 56.3 57.6 51.0
Get on-the-job training so that they would know what it is like to work 47.9 46.3 54.4 ***

Sample size 542 435 107
(continued)
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Appendix Table L3.1 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Background Information Forms (BIFs) for 1,357 sample members randomly assigned from

August 1994 through December 1995. Five additional sample members who were missing these forms wereexcluded from the
sample. MDRC calculations from Private Opinion Survey (POS) data for sample members randomly assigned from August 1994

through December 1995. The POS questions were voluntarily answered by 1,079 sample members (79 percent) just prior to

random assignment.

NOTES: Except for two BIF items, the nonresponse rate for all specific characteristics was less than 1 percent and therefore these
missings were excluded from the calculations. For the two characteristics, for which the nonresponse rate ranged from 5 to 7
percent for the full sample, the nonresponses are shown in the table as missings. Among the 542 POS responders, missings for

individual questions ranged from 2 to 15 percent.
Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * =10 percent.
A t-test or chi-square test was applied to differences between the characteristics of the last two columns to assess whether

apparent differences in these characteristic were statistically significant. When several rows in the tabledescribe the same
underlying characteristic (that is, are not independent of one another), a single test must be used. The result of this test (p-value or
asterisks) is shown on the line describing the characteristic.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
Distributions may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

aUsed any type of New Hope financial benefit, i.e., earnings supplement, child care assistance, or health insurance.
bBecause some sample members may be in more than one category, totals may not equal all categories summed.

eIncludes all dependents under age 18.
dIncludes all dependents under age 18.

`Some CFS households have children in both categories.

(This refers to the total number of months accumulated from at least one spell on an individual's own AFDC or GA case or the
case of another adult in the household.

gThe GED credential is given to those who pass the GED test and is intended to signify knowledge of basic high school
subjects.
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Appendix Table L3.2

The New Hope Project

Use of Benefits and Services for Sample Members in the Child and Family Study (CFS)
Within 24 Months After Random Assignment

Type of Program or Service
Program

Group

Control

Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact
Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels
b

CFS Sample

In the past 24 months, ever received:

Earnings supplement` 77.5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Health insurance, any type 93.5 85.5 8.0 *** 0.002 9.3 0.20 0.018 **
New Hope plan 37.4 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Medicaidd 60.9 67.4 -6.5 * 0.077 -9.6 -0.13 0.589
Employer plane 38.3 37.9 0.4 0.918 1.1 0.01 0.430

Child care assistance, any type 59.4 41.0 18.5 *** 0.000 45.1 0.39 0.083 *
New Hope subsidy 50.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Welfare department subsidy 15.6 41.4 -25.8 *** 0.000 -62.4 -0.61 0.000 ***
Other subsidyf 1.2 0.3 0.8 0.341 240.4 0.10 n/a

Paid community service jobs (CSJs)g 31.5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Sample size 289 301

Non-CFS Sample

In the past 24 months, ever received:

Earnings supplemente 69.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Health insurance, any type 79.5 60.4 19.1 *** 0.000 31.6 0.48
New Hope plan 46.3 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Medicaidd 28.3 31.8 -3.5 0.397 -11.0 -0.07
Employer plane 29.3 33.4 -4.1 0.321 -12.3 -0.09

Child care assistance, any type 11.4 2.6 8.8 ** 0.024 339.9 0.18
New Hope subsidy 6.5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Welfare department subsidy 2.9 5.0 -2.1 0.575 -41.8 -0.05
Other subsidyf 0.0 0.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Paid community service jobs (CSJs)g 31.5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Sample size 264 230
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Appendix Table L3.2 (continued)

SOURCE: New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
N/a = not applicable.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly
different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of
the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as -1-11 = 1 percent, ft = 5 percent, and j = 10 percent.

`Question on earnings supplements asked only of New Hope program group. No comparable benefit existed outside New
Hope.

dQuestion on Medicaid coverage includes spouse/partner and children.

eCoverage under employer plan applies to current or most recent job since random assignment. This question was asked
only if respondent was currently employed at the time of the survey or in the past month.

(Examples include subsidies from other community-based organizations or the school system. It does not include
financial help from family members.

Question on paid CSJs asked only of New Hope program group. No comparable benefit existed outside New Hope.
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Appendix Table L3.3

The New Hope Project

Use of Other Public Assistance Programs for Sample Members in the Child and Family Study (CFS)
Within 24 Months After Random Assignment

Type of Program or Service
Program Control P-Value for
Group Group Difference Difference

%

Impact
Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

CFS Sample

In prior month to survey, received:

AFDC 24.3 29.0 -4.7 0.183 -16.2 -0.12 0.692
Food Stamps 45.7 52.3 -6.5 * 0.086 -12.5 -0.13 0.506
Supplemental Security Income 10.8 13.4 -2.6 0.326 -19.5 -0.08 0.138
General Assistance 1.4 0.6 0.8 0.348 125.6 0.09 0.434
Energy (heating) assistanced 52.1 52.7 -0.7 0.870 -1.3 -0.01 0.514
Renter's assistance/Section 8/public housing` 10.7 14.6 -3.9 0.157 -26.8 -0.13 0.359
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program
for Women, Infants, and Children 29.2 34.2 -5.1 0.143 -14.8 -0.12 0.187

Sample size 288 302

Non-CFS Sample

In prior month to survey, received:

AFDC 11.8 14.7 -2.9 0.333 -19.6 -0.07
Food Stamps 24.5 27.4 -2.9 0.458 -10.6 -0.06
Supplemental Security Income 13.2 10.0 3.2 0.269 32.3 0.10
General Assistance 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.985 -2.6 0.00
Energy (heating) assistance° 29.1 33.6 -4.5 0.291 -13.4 -0.09
Renter's assistance/Section 8/public housings 8.2 8.7 -0.5 0.841 -5.8 -0.02
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program
for Women, Infants, and Children 20.5 19.1 1.3 0.699 6.8 0.03

Sample size 259 231

SOURCE: New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of
the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent, ft = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.

cAlthough General Assistance ended in September 1995 in Wisconsin, some limited noncash benefits were available.
d
Question on energy (heating) assistance covers past 24 months.

eQuestions asked whether respondent currently received renter's assistance or Section 8 or lived in public housing.
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Appendix Table L3.4

The New Hope Project

Use of Employment and Education Services and Social Support for Sample Members in the
Child and Family Study (CFS) Within 24 Months After Random Assignment

Type of Program or Service

Progiam Control P-Value for %

Group Group Difference Difference Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

CFS Sample

In the past 24 months, ever attended:
Job club 36.3 38.1 -1.8 0.638 -4.8 -0.04 0.034 tt
ESL 1.8 1.6 0.1 0.898 8.3 0.01 0.681
Adult education/GED/high school diploma 11.4 17.3 **-5.9 0.028 -34.0 -0.18 0.017 tt
College 8.1 7.8 0.4 0.863 4.9 0.01 0.700
Vocational training 15.2 23.7 -8.6 *** 0.009 -36.1 -0.23 0.027 tt
Unpaid work experience 9.2 12.5 -3.3 0.181 -26.7 -0.13 0.925

In the past 24 months, earned:
Any educational credential 28.4 31.9 -3.5 0.367 -10.9 -0.08 0.350
Training certificate or trade license 25.2 27.7 -2.5 0.491 -9.2 0.06 0.655

In the past 24 months, ever received:
Economic/practical advice 29.4 19.0 10.4 *** 0.003 54.5 0.26 0.764
Emotional support/counseling 32.5 17.3 15.1 *** 0.000 87.5 0.36 0.473

Sample size 289 302

Non-CFS Sample

In the past 24 months, ever attended:
Job club 23.4 14.2 ***9.2 0.008 64.7 0.20
ESL 2.7 3.3 -0.6 0.681 -18.5 -0.04
Adult education/GED/high school diploma 10.1 7.3 2.7 0.265 37.4 0.08
College 7.0 5.5 1.6 0.462 28.3 0.06
Vocational training 13.2 11.9 1.3 0.668 10.9 0.03
Unpaid work experience 1.5 4.6 **-3.1 0.045 -67.0 -0.12

In the past 24 months, earned:
Any educational credential 16.6 15.3 1.3 0.703 8.2 0.03
Training certificate or trade license 13.5 13.9 -0.4 0.896 -2.9 0.01

In the past 24 months, ever received:
Economic/practical advice 18.0 9.1 9.0 *** 0.004 98.9 0.23
Emotional support/counseling 30.6 11.8 18.8 *** 0.000 158.7 0.44

Sample size 264 231
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Appendix Table L3.4 (continued)

SOURCE: New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, * = 10 percent.
Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were significantly

different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across different panels of
the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered
statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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Appendix Table L4.1

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Employment and Earnings for Sample Members
in the Child and Family Study (CFS)

Outcome

Program Control

Group Group Difference

P-Value for %

Difference Impact

Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels
b

Child and Family Study Sample

Number of quarters employed

Year 1 3.0. 2.6 0.5 *** 0.000 19.4 0.34 0.125

Year 2 3.0 2.7 0.3 *** 0.006 10.7 0.19 0.102

Both years 6.1 5.3 0.8 *** 0.000 14.9 0.30 0.068 t

Earnings ($)
Year 1 7,046 5,938 1,108 *** 0.003 18.7 0.18 0.027 tt
Year 2 8,259 7,908 351 0.456 4.4 0.05 0.291

Both years 15,305 13,846 1,459 * 0.055 10.5 0.11 0.089 t

Sample size 366 378

CFS, Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 3.5 3.4 0.1 0.460 3.0 0.07 0.002 tft

Year 2 3.5 3.3 0.1 0.411 3.9 0.08 0.267

Both years 7.0 6.8 0.2 0.365 3.5 0.09 0.019 tt

Earnings ($)
Year 1 10,819 10,091 728 0.311 7.2 0.12 0.523

Year 2 11,602 11,349 254 0.776 2.2 0.03 0.891

Both years 22,421 21,439 982 0.500 4.6 0.08 0.693

Sample size 112 110

CFS, Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Number of quarters employed
Year 1 2.8 2.2 0.7 *** 0.000 31.0 0.46

Year 2 2.8 2.5 0.4 *** 0.008 14.6 0.23

Both years 5.7 4.7 1.0 *** 0.000 22.3 0.39

Earnings ($)
Year 1 5,449 4,191 1,258 *** 0.003 30.0 0.20

Year 2 6,844 6,447 397 0.478 6.2 0.05

Both years 12,293 10,637 1,655 * 0.063 15.6 0.13

Sample size 254 268
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Appendix Table L4.1 (continued)

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Project MIS client-tracking database and Wisconsin
unemployment insurance (UI) records.

NOTES: A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between the
program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10
percent.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research
sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across
different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in
impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as fff = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent,
and t = 10 percent.

cThe p-values shown in this box indicate the significance of the difference in impacts between the entire New Hope
sample (shown in Table 4.1) and the CFS sample (shown here). The usual p-values for differences across the panels of this
table are shown in the second panel instead.
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Appendix Table L5.1

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Income from Selected Sources for Sample Members in the Child and Family
Study (CFS), by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome

Program Control

Group Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference

Sizea Between Panels
b

Child and Family Study Sample

In year 1, income from ($)

Earnings 7,046 5,938 1,108 *** 0.003 18.7 0.18 0.027 ttc

EIC benefits 1,055 1,017 37 0.668 3.7 0.03 0.806

Earnings supplement 502 0 502 n/a n/a n/a n/a

AFDC 3,491 3,583 -92 0.555 -2.6 -0.03 0.724

Food Stamps 2,231 2,206 25 0.774 1.1 0.02 0.321

All of the above 14,324 12,739 1,585 *** 0.000 12.4 0.22 0.024 tt

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 8,259 7,908 351 0.456 4.4 0.05 0.291

EIC benefits 1,410 1,315 95 0.385 7.2 0.07 0.366

Earnings supplement 446 0 446 n/a n/a n/a n/a

AFDC 1,978 2,207 -229 0.171 -10.4 -0.10 0.211

Food Stamps 1,715 1,660 55 0.591 3.3 0.04 0.821

All of the above 13,808 13,086 723 0.140 5.5 0.09 0.548

Sample size 366 378

CFS, Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In year 1, income from ($)
Earnings 10,819 10,091 728 0.311 7.2 0.12 0.523

EIC benefits 1,491 1,499 -8 0.964 -0.6 -0.01 0.914

Earnings supplement 612 0 612 n/a n/a n/a n/a

AFDC 1,652 1,908 -256 0.300 -13.4 -0.09 0.372

Food Stamps 1,502 1,585 -83 0.590 -5.2 -0.05 0.329

All of the above 16,075 15,085 990 0.182 6.6 0.14 0.319

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 11,602 11,349 254 0.776 2.2 0.03 0.891

EIC benefits 1,530 1,745 -215 0.305 -12.3 -0.15 0.087 t
Earnings supplement 505 0 505 n/a n/a n/a n/a

AFDC 798 1,604 -806 *** 0.001 -50.3 -0.35 0.017 tt
Food Stamps 1,098 1,519 -421 ** 0.018 -27.7 -0.28 0.003 ft!'
All of the above 15,534 16,219 -686 0.429 -4.2 -0.09 0.065 t

Sample size 112 110
(continued)
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Appendix Table L5.1 (continued)

Outcome

Program Control

Group Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference

%

Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference

Sizea Between Panelsb

CFS, Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

In year 1, income from ($)
Earnings 5,449 4,191 1,258 *** 0.003 30.0 0.20
EIC benefits 848 834 14 0.879 1.7 0.01
Earnings supplement 465 0 465 n/a n/a n/a
AFDC 4,294 4,273 21 0.913 0.5 0.01
Food Stamps 2,556- 2,457 99 0.352 4.0 0.06
All of the above 13,611 11,749 1,862 *** 0.000 15.9 0.26

In year 2, income from ($)
Earnings 6,844 6,447 397 0.478 6.2 0.05
EIC benefits 1,349 1,145 205 0.110 17.9 0.15
Earnings supplement 431 0 431 n/a n/a n/a
AFDC 2,456 2,481 -24 0.909 -1.0 -0.01
Food Stamps 1,967 1,732 235 * 0.064 13.6 0.15
All of the above 13,047 11,797 1,251 ** 0.036 10.6 0.16

Sample size 254 268

SOURCES: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope Background Information Form (BIF), New Hope Project
MIS client-tracking database, Wisconsin unemployment insurance (UI) records, and Wisconsin tax data.

NOTES: The CFS sample includes all New Hope sample members (except Asian and Pacific Islander families) whose
household included at least one child in the 1 to 10 age range at the time of random assignment.

A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between the
program and control groups. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10
percent.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.
N/a = not applicable.

Rounding and regression adjustment may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full
research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across
different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation
in impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as 111 = 1 percent, tt = 5
percent, and t = 10 percent.

`The p-values shown in this box indicate the significance of the difference in impacts between the entire New Hope
sample (not shown) and the CFS sample (shown here). The usual p-values for differences across the panels of this table
are shown in the second panel instead.
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Appendix Table L5.2

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Material Hardship and Housing Status for Sample Members
in the Child and Family Study (CFS), by Full-Time Employment Status

at Random Assignment

Outcome

Program Control
Group Group

P-Value for

Difference Difference % Impact Effect Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Child and Family Study Sample

During follow-up, reported any (%):
Unmet medical needs 17.8 18.9 -1.1 0.731 -5.9 -0.03 0.468
Unmet dental needs 25.8 29.5 -3.7 0.318 -12.6 -0.08 0.640
Utility shutoffs 43.8 43.1 0.8 0.852 1.8 0.02 0.676
Periods without health insurance 43.9 53.6 -9.7 ** 0.018 -18.2 -0.20 0.868
Food insufficiency 12.2 9.2 3.1 0.231 33.4 0.10 0.273
Overcrowding 14.3 16.4 -2.2 0.453 -13.2 -0.06 0.754
Other housing problems 50.3 51.2 -0.9 0.820 -1.8 -0.02 0.194

Number of times answered
"yes" to any of the above 2.1 2.2 -0.1 0.308 -5.8 -0.08 0.258

Owns home (%) 8.7 7.3 1.4 0.501 19.8 0.05 0.801
Dependent on others for housing (%) 10.2 10.8 -0.6 0.810 -5.6 -0.02 0.207
Housing expenses last month ($) 402 395 7.0 0.646 1.8 0.04 0.553

Sample size 289 302

CFS, Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

During follow-up, reported any (%):
Unmet medical needs 16.1 12.6 3.5 0.509 27.8 0.09
Unmet dental needs 22.9 23.2 -0.3 0.969 -1.1 -0.01
Utility shutoffs 40.2 35.7 4.4 0.543 12.4 0.09
Periods without health insurance 46.9 55.1 -8.2 0.287 -14.9 -0.16
Food insufficiency 12.6 5.1 7.5 * 0.078 146.7 0.24
Overcrowding 8.3 10.6 -2.3 0.613 -21.8 -0.07
Other housing problems 47.8 40.1 7.6 0.309 19.1 0.15

Number of times answered
"yes" to any of the above 2.0 1.8 0.1 0.519 7.5 0.09

Owns home (%) 10.9 8.9 2.0 0.651 22.2 0.07
Dependent on others for housing (%) 7.8 13.0 -5.1 0.255 -39.6 -0.13
Housing expenses last month ($) 433 415 18.3 0.567 4.4 0.11

Sample size 95 87
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Appendix Table L5.2 (continued)

Outcome

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for Difference

Group Group Difference Difference % Impact Effect Sizea Between Panelsb

CFS, Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

During follow-up, reported any (%):
Unmet medical needs 19.5 20.8 -1.3 0.743 -6.4 -0.03
Unmet dental needs 27.7 31.7 -3.9 0.391 -12.4 -0.09
Utility shutoffs 46.3 45.6 0.7 0.881 1.6 0.02
Periods without health insurance 42.9 52.6 -9.7 * 0.051 -18.5 -0.19
Food insufficiency 12.4 10.7 1.7 0.605 15.5 0.05
Overcrowding 17.7 18.2 -0.5 0.897 -2.6 -0.01
Other housing problems 51.7 55.8 -4.1 0.419 -7.3 -0.08

Number of times answered
"yes" to any of the above 2.2 2.4 -0.2 0.306 -6.8 -0.11
Owns home (%) 7.5 6.8 0.7 0.766 10.6 0.02
Dependent on others for housing (%) 11.4 9.7 1.7 0.575 17.7 0.04
Housing expenses last month ($) 386 389 -3.2 0.854 -0.8 -0.02

Sample size 194 214

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: The CFS sample includes all New Hope sample members (except Asian and Pacific Islander families) whose
households included at least one child in the age range of 1 to 10 years (12 to 131 months) at the time of random assignment.

A two-tailed t-test was used to assess the statistical significance of each difference in characteristics between the program
group and the control group. Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, * = 10 percent.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were

significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across
different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, this variation in
impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as t tt = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, t
= 10 percent.
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Appendix Table L6.1

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Child Care Outcomes for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Full-Time Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome

Program
Group

Control
Group

P-Value for

Difference Difference

%

Impact

Effect
Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panelsb

Employed Full-Time at Random Assignment

Since random assignment,
children who were ever in: (%)

Formal care 64.0 55.3 8.7 .163 15.7 0.17 .745

Head Start 19.5 18.1 1.4 .783 7.5 0.04 .591

Center-based care , 38.9 35.5 3.4 .614 9.4 0.07 .165

School-based extended day care 19.8 12.1 7.7 .156 63.3 0.26 .556

Any other program 4.1 5.9 -1.8 .577 -30.7 -0.08 .316

Home-based care` 69.7 72.4 -2.7 .855 -3.7 -0.06 .895

By nonhousehold or
nonfamily member 21.0 20.9 0.1 .950 0.5 0.00 .350

By household or family member,
not primary caregiver 56.7 63.7 -6.9 .521 -10.9 -0.14 .694

Number of months spent in:
Formal care

Head Start 1.8 2.5 -0.7 .305 -28.1 -0.15 .456

Center-based care 7.1 4.3 2.8 ** .021 66.2 0.35 .991

School-based extended day care 2.3 1.3 1.0 .124 80.6 0.24 .676

Any other program 1.2 0.4 0.8 .169 196.0 0.19 .037 tt

Home-based care'
By nonhousehold or
nonfamily member 2.4 2.0 0.4 .691 19.5 0.08 .644

By household or family member,
not primary caregiver 7.2 10.5 -3.2 * .070 -30.9 -0.33 .012 f f

Sample size 150 127

Not Employed Full-Time at Random Assignment

Since random assignment,
children who were ever in: (%)

Formal care 55.2 44.5 10.7 ** .019 24.1 0.21

Head Start 16.3 17.8 -1.5 .539 -8.6 -0.04
Center-based care 37.5 25.2 12.3 *** .005 49.0 0.26
School-based extended day care 9.5 4.7 4.8 ** .043 102.6 0.16
Any other program 3.8 8.9 -5.2 ** .030 -57.9 -0.22

Home-based care' 60.4 64.0 -3.6 .340 -5.6 -0.08

By nonhousehold or
nonfamily member 18.5 24.0 -5.5 .149 -23.0 -0.14
By household or family member,
not primary caregiver 49.2 53.2 -4.0 .342 -7.6 -0.08

(continued)
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Appendix Table L6.1 (continued)

Outcome

Program

Group

Control
Group

P-Value for
Difference Difference Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference
Sizea Between Panelsb

Number of months spent in:
Formal care

Head Start 1.5 1.7 -0.1 .606 -8.7 -0.03
Center-based care 5.4 2.6 2.8 *** .000 109.5 0.35
School-based extended day care 1.3 0.5 0.8 ** . .041 141.3 0.17
Any other program 0.5 1.1 -0.6 .168 -53.4 -0.14

Home-based care`
By nonhousehold or
nonfamily member 1.6 1.6 0.0 .978 1.9 0.01
By household or family member,
not primary caregiver 7.1 6.6 0.5 .644 8.1 0.05

Sample size 294 344

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Estimates were regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for.pre-random assignment characteristics
of sample members. A two-tailed t-test was applied to differences between the program and control groups. Statistical
significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts presented for different groups in this table were
significantly different from one another. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across
different panels of the table is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation of
impacts is considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as lit = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, and
t = 10 percent.

Home-based care includes both regulated and unregulated care in residential settings.
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Appendix Table L7.1

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Education for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Parent's Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for Effect Difference

Group Group Difference Difference Impact Size Between Panels

School achievement (%)
Parent report

Normal school progress
School achievement

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

81.5 80.2 1.3

4.1 4.1 0.0

Sample size 105. 93

Teacher report
Not making normal
school progress (%) 46.6 '40.1 6.4

Teacher report
Social Skills Rating System

AcadeMic Subscale 3.3 3.2 0.1

Classroom skills
Total skills 3.8 3.8 0.0
Behavior skills 4.0 4.0 0.0
Independent skills 3.7 3.7 0.0
Transition skills 3.9 3.7 0.1

Sample size 69 73

Educational expectations (ages 9-12) (%)
Child report

Expects to finish high school 4.2 4.7 -0.4
Expects to attend college 4.2 4.1 0.2
Expects to finish college 4.2 3.7 0.5

Sample size 45 36

Occupational aspirations
and expectations (ages 6-12) (%)

Child report
Aspirations 59.3 55.3 4.0
Expectations 62.0 55.0 7.1

Sample size 73 68

Values and interests (%)
Child report

Academic interest (ages 6-8) 2.8 2.8 0.0

Sample size 32 38

Academic interest (ages 9-12) 3.9 4.1 -0.2
Academic importance (ages 9-12) 3.5 3.8 -0.2
Athletic importance (ages 9-12) 2.5 2.7 -0.2

Sample size 45 36

0.802 1.6 0.03 0.658
0.885 -0.5 -0.02 0.461

0.472 16.0 0.13 0.166

0.729 2.0 0.07 0.315

0.843 0.9 0.04 0.508
0.779 1.1 0.05 0.596
0.977 -0.2 -0.01 0:370
0.540 2.9 0.11 0.811

* 0.053 -9.5 -0.42 0.060
0.673 4.0 0.14 0.981
0.200 14.2 0.40 0.489

0.191 7.3 0.24 0.550
* 0.057 12.9 0.41 0.185

0.765 1.6 0.10 0.976

0.334 -4.4 -0.19 0.333
0.108 -6.0 -0.34 0.392
0.427 -6.7 -0.20 0.854

-3754 4 9
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Appendix Table L7.1 (continued)

Outcome
Program

Group
Control
Group Difference

P-Value for
Difference Impact

P-Value for
Effect Difference
Sizea Between Panels

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

School achievement (%)
Parent report

Normal school progress 74.4 70.0 4.4 0.321 6.3 0.10
School achievement 4.0 3.9 0.1 0.280 3.1 0.11

Sample size 220 239

Teacher report
Not making normal
school progress (%) 42.9 52.1 -9.3 0.165 -17.7 -0.19

Teacher report
Social skills rating system

Academic subscale 3.4 3.1 0.3 ** 0.022 9.2 0.29
Classroom skills

Total skills 3.9 3.7 0.2 0.147 4.7 0.18
Behavior skills 4.1 3.9 0.2 0.213 3.9 0.16
Independent skills 3.8 3.6 0.2 0.113 5.6 0.19
Transition skills 3.9 3.7 0.2 0.206 4.3 0.16

Sample size 133 144

Educational expectations (ages 9-12) (%)
Child report

Expects to finish high school 4.3 4.2 0.1 0.536 2.4 0.10
Expects to attend college 4.1 4.0 0.2 0.376 3.9 0.13
Expects to finish college 3.9 3.7 0.2 0.231 6.6 0.18

Sample size 106 100

Occupational aspirations
and expectations (ages 6-12) (%)

Child report
Aspirations 57.8 56.0 1.8 0.347 3.2 0.11
Expectations 56.5 54.9 1.7 0.419 3.0 0.10

Sample size 165 186

Values and interests (%)
Child report

Academic interest (ages 6-8) 2.8 2.7 0.0 0.646 1.4 0.09

Sample size 64 94

Academic interest (ages 9-12) 3.9 3.8 0.1 0.543 2.1 0.08
Academic importance (ages 9-12) 3.5 3.6 -0.1 0.426 -2.2 -0.12
Athletic importance (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.7 -0.1 0.336 -4.7 -0.14

Sample size 106 100
(continued)
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Appendix Table L7.1 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how answers to specific questions were measured: normal school progress: 0 (no) - 100

(yes); school achievement: 1 (not well at all) - 5 (very well); academic subscale: 1 (lowest 10% of class) - 5 (highest 10% of
class); classroom skills: 1 (almost never) - 5 (almost always); educational aspirations: 1 (not at all sure) - 5 (very sure);
occupational prestige scores: 0 - 100 -- higher scores indicate more prestigious occupation; ages 6-8 academic interest: 1 (no)
3 (yes); ages 9-12 academic interest: 1 (not true at all) - 5 (always true); academic importance: 1 (not at all important) - 4
(very important); athletic importance: 1 (not at all important) - 4 (very important).

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

bA statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts differed significantly across the subgroup dimensions
featured in this table. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across each of these
dimensions is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is
considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as trt = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10
percent.
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Appendix Table L7.2

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Psychological Well-Being for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Parent's Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome

Program Control
Group Group Difference

P-Value for

Difference
%

Impact
Effect

Sizea

P-Value for
Difference

Between Panels
b

Perceived competence (%)
Child report

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Cognitive competence (ages 6-8) 3.7 3.6 0.0 0.672 0.9 0.10 0.517
Physical competence (ages 6-8) 3.7 3.7 0.0 0.676 1.2 0.15 0.428

Sample size 31 37

Scholastic competence (ages 9-12) 2.8 3.0 -0.2 0.229 -5.5 -0.24 0.235
Athletic competence (ages 9-12) 2.9 2.6 0.2 0.146 9.5 0.41 0.076 t
Global self-worth (ages 9-12) 3.3 3.3 0.0 0.758 -1.2 -0.06 0.304

Sample size 45 36

Teacher report
Athletic competence 2.8 2.8 0.0 0.844 -0.9 -0.04 0.256

Sample size 64 62

Friendship (loneliness) (%)
Child report

Friendship (ages 6-8) 2.5 2.5 -0.1 0.546 -2.1 -0.17 0.177

Sample size 32 37

Friendship (ages 9-12) 4.1 4.3 -0.1 0.296 -3.4 -0.21 0.141

Sample size 45 36

Anxiety (%)
Child report

Total anxiety (ages 6-8) 2.1 2.1 0.0 0.606 2.2 0.10 0.717
Physiological anxiety (ages 6-8) 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.927 -0.4 -0.01 0.617

Sample size 32 37

Total anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.5 2.4 0.1 0.389 5.1 0.16 0.125
Physiological anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.3 0.3 * 0.063 13.5 0.36 0.028 ff
Worry/sensitivity anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.5 2.5 0.0 0.956 0.5 0.01 0.448
Social concerns (ages 9-12) 2.5 2.5 0.0 0.854 0.1 0.00 0.358

Sample size 45 36

4
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Appendix Table L7.2 (continued)

Outcome

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference

Group Group Difference Difference Impact Sizea Between Panels"

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Perceived competence (%)
Child report

Cognitive competence (ages 6-8) 3.6 3.6 0.0 0.468 -1.1 -0.13
Physical competence (ages 6-8) 3.7 3.7 0.0 0.533 -0.8 -0.11

Sample size 65 94

Scholastic competence (ages 9-12) 2.8 2.7 0.1 0.441 2.9 0.12
Athletic competence (ages 9-12) 2.8 2.9 -0.1 0.536 -2.0 -0.09
Global self-worth (ages 9-12) 3.3 3.1 0.2 0.129 5.0 0.23

Sample size 105 99

Teacher report
Athletic competence 2.9 2.8 0.1 * 0.087 5.0 0.23

Sample size 113 123

Friendship (loneliness) (%)
Child report

Friendship (ages 6-8) 2.6 2.5 0.1 0.161 3.2 0.25

Sample size 65 94

Friendship (ages 9-12) 4.1 4.0 0.2 0.158 3.8 0.22

Sample size 106 100

Anxiety (%)
Child report

Total anxiety (ages 6-8) 2.1 2.1 0.0 0.893 -0.4 -0.02
Physiological anxiety (ages 6-8) 2.1 2.0 0.1 0.288 5.1 0.16

Sample size 65 94

Total anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.5 2.7 -0.2 0.118 -7.2 -0.26
Physiological anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.8 -0.2 0.233 -6.1 -0.20
Worry/sensitivity anxiety (ages 9-12) 2.4 2.6 -0.2 0.210 -6.9 -0.21
Social concerns (ages 9-12) 2.6 2.8 -0.2 * 0.089 -8.7 -0.27

Sample size 105 100

(continued)
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Appendix Table L7.2 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how answers to specific questions were measured: perceived competence: 1 (not very good) -

4 (very good); ages 6-8 friendship: 1 (no) - 3 (yes); ages 9-12 friendship: 1 (not true at all) - 5 (always true); ages 6-8 anxiety: 1
(no) - 3 (yes); ages 9-12 anxiety: 1 (not true at all/never) - 5 (always true/all of the time).

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the standard
deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full research sample,
even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts differed significantly across the subgroup dimensions featured

in this table. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across each of these dimensions is simply
the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is considered statistically
significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as ttt = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, and t = 10 percent.
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Appendix Table L7.3

The New Hope Project

Two-Year Impacts on Social Behavior for Children in the Child and Family Study (CFS),
by Parent's Employment Status at Random Assignment

Outcome

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference

Group Group Difference Difference Impact Size Between Panelsb

Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Positive behavior (%)
Parent report

Total positive behavior 3.9 4.0 0.0 0.862 -0.3 -0.02 0.704
Social competence 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.914 0.2 0.02 0.993
Compliance 3.6 3.6 0.0 0.946 -0.2 -0.01 0.737
Autonomy 4.2 4.3 -0.1 0.364 -1.7 -0.13 0.278

Sample size 93 84

Teacher report
Total positive behavior 3.6 3.6 0.1 0.582 1.7 0.09 0.376
Social competence 3.6 3.6 0.0 0.778 0.8 0.04 0.318
Compliance 3.6 3.5 0.1 0.579 2.0 0.09 0.465
Autonomy 3.6 3.5 0.1 0.442 3.0 0.15 0.548

Sample size 69 73

Child report
Self-control (ages 9-12) 3.6 3.5 0.1 0.770 2.1 0.08 0.952

Sample size 45 36

Problem behavior (%)
Parent report

Total behavior problems (ages 3-5) 2.5 2.4 0.1 0.630 2.7 0.13 0.285
Externalizing problems (ages 3-5) 2.8 2.7 0.1 0.526 3.6 0.17 0.200
Internalizing problems (ages 3-5) 1.8 1.9 0.0 0.995 -0.4 -0.01 0.742

Sample size 40 34

Total behavior problems (ages 6-12) 2.4 2.3 0.1 0.390 5.1 0.19 0.302
Externalizing problems (ages 6-12) 2.4 2.3 0.1 0.521 4.4 0.13 0.607
Internalizing problems (ages 6-12) 2.4 2.2 0.2 0.353 6.9 0.21 0.152

Sample size 53 48

Teacher report
Total behavior problems 2.3 2.3 0.1 0.638 2.5 0.09 0.241
Externalizing problems 2.2 2.1 0.1 0.623 4.0 0.10 0.239
Internalizing problems 2.3 2.2 0.0 0.779 1.2 0.05 0.438
Hyperactivity 2.6 2.5 0.1 0.750 2.5 0.08 0.466
Frequency of disciplinary action 2.6 2.8 -0.2 0.468 -6.1 -0.12 0.378

Sample size 69 73

Child report
Social problem solving
Total social
competency score (ages 6-12) 5.0 5.1 -0.1 0.803 -1.2 -0.04 0.749
Total aggression score (ages 6-12) 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.804 4.0 0.04 0.506

Sample size 78 74
(continued)
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Appendix Table L7.3 (continued)

Outcome

P-Value for
Program Control P-Value for % Effect Difference

Group Group Difference Difference Impact Sizea Between Panels"

Not Employed Full Time at Random Assignment

Positive behavior (%)
Parent report

Total positive behavior 4.0 3.9 0.0 0.720 0.5 0.04
Social competence 4.1 4.0 0.0 0.907 0.2 0.02
Compliance 3.6 3.6 0.0 0.674 0.8 0.05
Autonomy 4.3 4.3 0.0 0.570 0.8 0.07

Sample size 187 205

Teacher report
Total positive behavior 3.7 3.5 0.2 ** 0.031 5.2 0.28
Social competence 3.7 3.6 0.2 * 0.062 4.9 0.25
Compliance 3.7 3.5 0.2 ** 0.048 5.4 0.25
Autonomy 3.6 3.4 0.2 ** 0.024 5.8 0.29

Sample size 132 144

Child report
Self-control (ages 9-12) 3.4 3.3 0.1 0.666 1.8 0.07

Sample size 105 100

Problem behavior (%)
Parent report

Total behavior problems (ages 3-5) 2.4 2.5 -0.1 0.318 -4.1 -0.20
Externalizing problems (ages 3-5) 2.7 2.8 -0.1 0.298 -4.2 -0.21
Internalizing problems (ages 3-5) 1.8 1.8 -0.1 0.492 -4.6 -0.12

Sample size 70 91

Total behavior problems (ages 6-12) 2.3 2.4 -0.1 0.575 -2.3 -0.09
Externalizing problems (ages 6-12) 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.993 0.0 0.00
Internalizing problems (ages 6-12) 2.2 2.3 -0.1 0.202 -5.7 -0.18

Sample size 114 111

Teacher report
Total behavior problems 2.2 2.3 -0.1 0.209 -4.2 -0.16
Externalizing problems 2.0 2.2 -0.1 0.214 -6.3 -0.16
Internalizing problems 2.2 2.3 -0.1 0.300 -3.3 -0.12
Hyperactivity 2.5 2.6 -0.1 0.518 -2.6 -0.08
Frequency of disciplinary action 2.7 2.6 0.1 0.500 4.1 0.07

Sample size 133 144

Child report
Social problem solving
Total social
competency score (ages 6-12) 5.0 5.1 -0.2 0.358 -3.3 -0.10
Total aggression score (ages 6-12) 0.8 0.9 -0.1 0.339 -10.5 -0.10

Sample size 171 195

4 ';
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Appendix Table L7.3 (continued)

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the New Hope two-year survey.

NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 percent.
The following scales describe how answers to specific questions were measured: positive behavior: 1 (never) - 5

(all of the time); ages 9-12 self-control: 1 (never) - 5 (all of the time); parent and teacher report of problem behavior: 1
(never) - 5 (all of the time); frequency of discipline: 1 (never) - 5 (several times a week); social problem solving: 0-8
sum of number of particular response across stories.

Actual sample sizes for individual measures may vary as a result of missing data.

aThe effect size is the difference between program and control group outcomes expressed as a proportion of the
standard deviation of the outcome for both groups combined. This standard deviation is always obtained from the full
research sample, even if the table shows impacts for subgroups.

b
A statistical test was conducted to measure whether impacts difered significantly across the subgroup dimensions

featured in this table. This p-value represents the probability that apparent variation in impacts across each of these
dimensions is simply the result of random chance. If this probability is less than 10 percent, the variation in impacts is
considered statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are indicated as f f f = 1 percent, tt = 5 percent, and
f = 10 percent.

457
-383-



Appendix M

The Last Year of Program Implementation

131 .2
4 r: 8



Appendix M

The Last Year of Program Implementation

Although this report focuses on the 24-month impacts of the New Hope program,
documentation of the third and final year of program operations and project wind-down was
crucial in order to capture program implementation before the program ended. This appendix
highlights issues of program implementation that arose between the fall of 1997 and the fall of
1998. In December 1998 the New Hope Project ended the operational phase of the program as
the three-year time-limited offer for the last enrollees came to an end. At the outset, the New
Hope board and staff recognized that some participants would no longer need the offer at the end
of three years, but might still need some assistance, given the realities of the lower end of the
labor market.

This appendix describes participant transition out of New Hope, staff transition in
preparation for the end of the project, and some of the policy advocacy work done by New Hope
staff during the last year of program operations, along with a short discussion of future directions
for the New Hope Project and research follow-up. Data sources for this appendix include field
notes from interviews with New Hope management and program staff, New Hope program
documents and participant tracking reports, and focus groups and/or individual interviews with
New Hope participants.

Project Wind-Down

The procedures and materials described below were all part of what New Hope intended
to be covered for all participants during their transition period out of eligibility for New Hope
financial benefits, although the reality of consistently implementing all of the transition elements
for each participant was fairly difficult.

Participant Transition

The primary objective of New Hope staff in the wind-down period was to ease the
transition process, making it as smooth as possible for participants while ensuring that after New
Hope' there would be alternatives or replacements for the services and benefits that New Hope
had provided to participants. The transition period spanned the months between August 1997 and
December 1998. New Hope established a sequence of transition activities for project
representatives to carry out with their caseload of participants. These transition activities are
outlined below.

Notification of end date. The project rep was responsible for sending participants a letter
notifying them of their eligibility end date six months prior to that date (see attachment I). While
informal planning was ongoing for active participants, the notification letter marked the start of a

'After New Hope" refers to a period for some participants, depending on their end date, when they were no
longer eligible for New Hope financial benefits but still had the opportunity to have contact with New Hope
program staff until the entire New Hope Project closed its doors.
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formal process. Participants were eligible for benefits until the last day of the month in which
their end date fell. This notification letter included an invitation to the participant to discuss the
future in person. Program staff used a variety of methods to contact participants and follow up on
the notification letter, including phone calls, letters, and home visits if there was no telephone.
Program staff's ability to make contact was particularly important for those participants who
were inactive at the time when the notification letters went out.'

Exit survey. Once participants were notified of their end date, they were asked to fill out
an exit survey (see attachments II and III). The exit survey covered concerns that participants had
about the future related to child care, health insurance, a better-paying job, job-related training,
and housing or transportation.' The survey also covered which New Hope benefits participants
received before they exited. Participants were urged to raise any questions on the survey they had
regarding their exit from New Hope.

As of November 1, 1998, 621 participants, of a possible 696,4 had reached, their end date
and consequently exited New Hope. Of those 621 participants, 286 completed exit surveys.'
Useful information that came out of the exit surveys primarily pointed to areas of participants'
lives that, in the absence of New Hope benefits, would need to be addressed elsewhere. The two
main areas of concern that emerged from the exit surveys were child care assistance and health
insurance.

Participant profile. When participants came into the New Hope offices to meet with
their project rep after notification of their end date and filled out the exit survey, they were asked
to complete a participant profile (see attachment IV) as part of the transition process. The
participant profile was designed to help participants construct a plan of job-related activities after
New Hope by identifying their current status and anticipated needs across a number of
dimensions. It was anticipated that the needs of some participants who were eligible might be
addressed by Wisconsin's new welfare reform program called Wisconsin Works (W-2). The
participant profile also asked whether participants had a monthly budget, a savings account, or
other means of financial support (SSI, child support). Project reps reviewed participants'
educational status and training options and provided information on GEDs and other training
options when requested. Project reps established whether participants had an updated résumé and
an employment plan and offered assistance if either needed updating. As of November 1, 1998,
314 participant profiles had been completed. Of this 314, 135 participants took advantage of
creating a revised employment plan for themselves with their project rep. Useful information that
came out of the completed profiles pointed to the leading concerns among this group of
participants: child care and health insurance.

'Inactive status is defined as having no contact with a New Hope project rep for six weeks or not receiving any
New Hope benefits. In the last year of program operations, the number of inactive participants was consistently over
200 for the 696 program group members.

'Rather than being used to characterize the program group in the aggregate, information in the questionnaire
was used in working with individual participants on their transition out of New Hope.

'The number is recorded to be 696 instead of 678 because some households with New Hope participants had
split up, but were still served by New Hope: In this situation when a household has split up, the second earner or
spouse becomes a head of household and assigned the same end date as the original household.

'The numbers in this and the next paragraph are from New Hope Participant Transition Reports through
November 1, 1998.
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Other general information was recorded on AFDC and Food Stamp receipt, and which
W-2 provider area the participant lived in. Finally, the participant profile was designed to
identify how the New Hope Project could help participants achieve any goals set over the course
of the last few months of New Hope eligibility. In the last question of the participant profile,
participants were asked if they would like to continue to work with their project reps after their
benefits from New Hope came to an end. This offer of extended noneconomic services is covered
in greater detail in a section to follow.

The community resource packet. The purpose of the community resource packet was to
provide participants with a source of current (at the time of participant exit date) information
about job search, health care, child care, housing, education, and transportation services in the
Milwaukee area. Milwaukee is a city rich with community-based organizations and social
services, as noted in Chaptef 2 of this report. The packet contained information on legal services,
temporary employment agencies, colleges and universities, community resources that enhance
job searches, and job hotlines. The program's philosophy was that New Hope should provide a
thorough resource for some of the information the transition committee felt was needed to aid
participants in their lives beyond New Hope.

Implementation issues and participant reactions. Establishing a transition committee
and creating transition materials within the New Hope Project constituted the program's
approach to identifying areas where participants needed services outside New Hope once their
eligibility ended. In general, project reps felt the transition materials were appropriate, especially
the community resource packet, as a way to centralize information about services in Milwaukee.
Project reps overwhelmingly agreed that health insurance and child care arrangements were the
areas where participants were in greatest need of services, especially those who were active in the
program, receiving some New Hope benefits, and employed full time.

According to project reps, participant reactions to the transition were varied and covered
a spectrum of emotions. Some participants expressed anger and frustration about New Hope
ending. Project reps were concerned that certain participants would not be able to get all the help
they needed to prepare for the transition out of New Hope. A New Hope staff member reflects on
what New Hope coming to an end meant to participants:.

There's nothing to offer in our place, it's hard. Some participants are, angry..I have
one participant, who is Hmong, and it's him, his wife and seven kids. They
transition out next month. Their greatest concern is child care. When they were
previously on welfare, his wife stayed home. In the. last three years, both have had
jobs, child care, the earnings supplement, and health insurance. When New Hope
ends, they still have seven kids and they need day care and they honestly can't
afford it.

This staff member pointed out that for participants who took advantage of the entire
collection of New Hope benefits and services, the future would be a challenge, although it is
possible that this family would be eligible for W-2 child care services. Project reps mentioned
that the distinction between active and less active participants, and the degree to which they took
advantage of New Hope benefits and services, had a lot to do with the smoothness of the
transition out of New Hope.
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Among project reps, there was some concern for participants' ability to budget their
financial resources, a skill that reps tried to address throughout their time working with them.
New Hope conducted some financial planning sessions for participants during, the last year of
program operations. Overall, when discussing participant transition, project reps felt that
participants who were employed full time at the exit date were fairly well prepared for the future.
There was a sense that these participants understood the routine and the structure of what it
meant to work full time along with juggling other responsibilities. At the same time, the
comparison of where participants were in terms of employment, job-related activities, and
economic security when they exited New ,Hope is relative to their situation when they entered
New Hope. It may not seem that participants have made great strides, when they actually have:

Some participants are merely existing, surviving, doing okay. Some are satisfied
with just having enough to pay the rent, have some food, and have the lights on.
Some are okay with that as far as their hopes and ambitions. Most of my
participants are content with what they have, they are just trying to maintain. If
you look at where they were at in the beginning and where they're at nowthey
have their own place now, they can pay the rent and utilities, and no insurance as
they exit compared to where they were before, then that's good.

On the other hand, some participants did not seem to be affected by their exit from New
Hope because they never fully engaged in the program or they participated intermittently.
According to project reps, these participants were likely to exit New Hope having gained little
compared with more active participants. A New Hope staff member gives his impressions of
some of the reasons that were heard from conducting exit interviews with participants:

Participants have a certain perception of New Hope they got this perception at
the beginning and they carried it through. A lot of participants think New Hope
can't do much for them and it's not worth it. You have participants who are
working they know what it's about. Some participants fell off in the beginning.
The program wasn't explained correctly in the first place. They didn't have a clear
picture and they shied away. Those exiting the program could care less. They
think "New Hope hasn't done much for me."

Consistent with observations in Creating New Hope,6 there was some difficulty in
reaching people, confirming their understanding of the New Hope offer, and staying in touch
with participants over time. Even in the final year of program implementation, it appears that the
complexity of the offer was not always well absorbed or understood by some residents who
entered the program group and were eligible for New Hope benefits. New Hope program staff
felt that in order for participants to fully engage in the program, they needed to have prolonged
periods of interaction with the program and be repeatedly reminded of the offer so that they
could tailor their use of New Hope to any changes that occurred over the three-year period.

Extended Services Offered by New Hope Project Reps

Part of the transition plan for participants included an offer of extended services by New
Hope project reps once participants were no longer eligible for New Hope economic benefits.

6Brock et al., 1997.
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Participants were still able to take advantage of computers to prepare résumés, conduct Internet
job searches, receive interview and job coaching, or attend New Hope sponsored budget-
counseling workshops or homebuyers' clinics. Project reps made it clear that the extension of
their services would be reduced in scope from the kinds of services they provided to participants
during their three-year period of New Hope eligibility. Project reps were not required to keep a
record of the kinds of contacts they had with participants who had already ended their period of
New Hope eligibility.

Implementation issues. While the offer of extended services benefited those participants
who took advantage of it, some project reps thought it might prolong the inevitable that New
Hope would eventually close its doors. Project reps reported that a good portion of their extended
contact with exited participants took place over the phone. The time that project reps devoted to
exited participants in the last year of program operations ranged from a minimal amount to about
10 percent of a rep's weekly work hours. Project reps pointed out that not hearing from
participants was sometimes a good sign that they were doing well, especially those who were
working in the private sector at the time of their exit date. A New Hope staff member reports on
her experiences with extending services to participants who exited:

I have some contact with participants who have exited New Hope. A small
number of active, consistent participants come in and stop by to say hello. Others
call or come in because they need documentation of employment or something
and they know we have records of that in their files.

It appears that most of the contact that project reps had with participants once they exited
was informal, often in the form of a quick check-in visit or phone call initiated by either the
project rep or the participant. The decision to take advantage of the offer of extended services
was primarily up to participants. From the reports that project reps provided to MDRC
researchers, some participants took advantage of the offer while others did not.

Overlap Between New Hope and W-2 Services

In September 1997 the State of Wisconsin began implementing its version of welfare
reform, a work-based program called Wisconsin Works (W-2). Thus, the first year of W-2
implementation coincided with the last year of program operations for the New Hope Project.
For W-2, the city of Milwaukee was divided into six sectors. Each sector corresponds to an
agency (one agency covers two sectors) with a contract to provide W-2 benefits and services to
those who live within the established boundaries of that section of the city. Initially, anyone who
wanted to receive benefits through W-2 had to be classified into one of four levels of work
readiness. W-2 also has child care assistance and health insurance for those who qualify. Some
New Hope project reps predicted that inactive participants might re-engage in New Hope as a
result of W-2 taking effect.

There are no perfect indicators at this point to predict which New Hope participants will
take advantage of W-2. However, those who might find the transition into the unsubsidized labor
market difficult, primarily CSJ users, and working participants in need of child care and health
insurance might take advantage of W-2. It is also important to note that not all New Hope
participants are eligible for W-2 and that different income requirements apply to different
components.
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According to project reps, as participants prepared to transition out of New Hope,
participants readily identified two areas where they would need continued assistance: child care
and health insurance coverage, especially for those working full time. On learning this, New
Hope management initiated the program policy that project reps accompany interested
participants to the W-2 offices to enroll in the services they needed after their transition out of

New Hope.

Through the transition materials, participants were supposed to identify areas where they

would need continued assistance after they exited New Hope. Project reps urged those
participants who could get insurance through their employer to do so and explained the financial
side of paying for employer-sponsored insurance and how it would be reflected in their
paychecks. Once participants determined their needs, project reps would accompany any
interested participants to the W-2 offices.

Implementation issues and participant reactions. According to New Hope staff, the
initial months of W-2 implementation were a time of confusion for both staff and participants.
There was considerable confusion also at the state and city levels. W-2 was a unique program
and its unfamiliar approach added to the general lack of understanding. The various components

of W-2 had different eligibility requirements and, because written policies on W-2 were not
available at the beginning of implementation, it was hard to explain to New Hope participants
how W-2 worked. In the fall of 1997 New Hope staff attended presentations from some of the
agencies contracted to run W-2 in order to understand the new requirements and the proposed
structure of W-2. New Hope participants were lucky because the program was acting as an
advocate for them in pushing the county and the state to disseminate information.

The confusion about W-2 made some New Hope participants leery of learning about it.
New Hope staff members explain the difficulties that project reps and participants encountered in

the transition from New Hope to W-2:

Very few participants were making the transition to W-2 by themselves. I think
there is a sense that participants viewed W-2 with suspicion and were aware of the

stigma and hassles associated with it.

As with some New Hope participants, there was skepticism among New Hope staff about
W-2. New Hope staff members give their mixed reactions to the established program policy that
they offer to accompany interested participants to W-2 offices to enroll in services:

Some reps feel like they have spent the last two years getting people off of
welfare and encouraging them to go to work, and now you want me to help get
them back on it? I see it as New Hope is a work-based program, and W-2 is a
work-based program. It is not as good of a program as New Hope, but it is
different from the old system, there are benefits that have to be worked off, and a
child care and health insurance component.

I think part of going to a W-2 office is counterintuitive to the philosophy of New
Hope and the emphasis they place on self-sufficiency. There is a conflict, but if it
has to do with the well-being of a participant, I don't mind going to W-2 offices.
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Further into the first year of W-2 implementation, the eligibility requirements for child
care were expanded to include working low-income families in addition to those looking for
employment or participating in sponsored community service jobs under W-2. This expansion
proved most useful for working New Hope participants with families.

You can get W-2 child care without having to sign up for other W-2 benefits.
They have made child care available for working low-income families through W-
2. Although each agency has different guidelines, so there is a range of eligibility
requirements and they differ. They are supposed to follow the same general
guidelines, but the range of requirements are different.

A good number of employed New Hope participants wanted to take advantage of W-2
child care services alone, while others were primarily concerned with getting W-2 health
insurance if they were eligible. Early in 1998 New Hope's local advisory board suggested that
New Hope program staff keep track of which aspects of W-2, if any, participants were enrolling
in once they exited New Hope. This information was not formally recorded and tracked until
May 1998 through transition updates that project reps filled out, and it did not cover participants
who exited the program before the midpoint of the last year of program operations.
Administrative records are the best source of this information for any follow-up that may be done
in the future.

While the creation of the New Hope Participant Transition Update was a good idea to
keep track of this information, its limitations are that it is reported by a subset of participants
with whom New Hope had contact and not representative of the entire population of exited New
Hope participants. With these limitations in mind, 30 participants with whom New Hope had
contact of the 621 participants who had exited as of November 1, 1998, had enrolled in W-2
health insurance and 65 participants had enrolled in employer-offered insurance. For child care
arrangements, again for participants with whom New Hope had contact, 22 had enrolled in W-2
child care and 15 in other child care arrangements.'

New Hope Staff Transition

In the last year of program operations, New Hope staff had to consider their own
transition out of employment at New Hope. In December 1997 end dates for all staff members
were decided by the Board of Directors based on seniority for both New Hope administrative and
program staff. In early 1998 project-specific needs and end dates were made public to all staff
and the transition plan was finalized. New Hope management aimed to address the needs of New
Hope employees in their own transition out of employment at New Hope, while still being able
to operate the program and address the needs of participants.

Components of the transition plan included a quarterly retention bonus; completion pay
for those who stayed until their end date; and individual options/funds available to each staff
member designated for tuition/training, to extend their health insurance after they left New Hope,
or for other options reviewed and approved by the personnel committee. In addition, the human
resource manager at New Hope was available to meet with staff and to provide assistance in
creating plans for their future employment..A placement firm was hired to train and assist staff

'Data sources for this information are New Hope Participant Transition Reports through November 1, 1998.
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on job search activities. Inevitably, some staff were anxious about their individual situations, and
maintaining a focus on New Hope was a challenge at times.

Implementation issues. As New Hope project reps approached their individual end
dates, their caseloads had to be reassigned to other project reps in ways that would be least
disruptive to participants and maintain a consistent level of service. According to program staff,
the case reassignment process went relatively smoothly because participants exited each month
from August 1997 through December 1998:

Future Directions for the New Hope Project and Research Follow-Up

The New Hope Project's basic goal is to inform and improve public policy regarding low-
income workers. As an innovative, work-based antipoverty project, New Hope can provide
information on specific program design features (like child care Or health care assistance, the
provision of an earnings supplement, and wage-paying community service jobs (CSJs) and how
these features may have helped the prograin achieve its policy goals of reducing poverty and
addressing the economic insecurity of low-income workers, especially in connection with their
families. New Hope's position of running a program, along with the simultaneous evaluation and
documentation of program implementation components, has enabled it to make a significant
contribution on an operational level. New Hope has gained considerable experience and is in a
position to share approaches, procedures, and lessons learned with those interested on both
national and local fronts in welfare reform efforts, especially in connection with the provision of
specific features of the New Hope offer.

So far, New Hope has shared with state and local officials its operational experience in
setting up the program and the lessons learned. In this role, New Hope has primarily served as an
organization that provides practical information on how to go about implementing different
program components, like wage-paying CSJs. New Hope has not yet been in the role of deciding
how policymakers should run programs, but rather informing them on how it has run its own
program.

New Hope staff participated in discussions, debates, and hearings that led to the final bill
passed by the Wisconsin state legislature in 1995 for Wisconsin Works (W-2). In 1997 New
Hope staff briefed the designated W-2 agencies in Milwaukee, state legislators, and
administrators at the Department of Workforce Development on the New Hope program
implementation experience. These briefings concentrated heavily on New Hope wage-paying
CSJs and processing child care benefits. In addition, New Hope has continued to share its
experiences with those who are designing welfare-to-work programs. New Hope has received
inquiries from a number of cities and states across the country. New Hope staff remained
responsive to requests for information even as the operational phase of the program drew to a
close.

What Will Be the Legacy of New Hope?

The New Hope Project is a workable model that operated outside the public assistance
system, though it was designed to be replicable as government policy. The implications of
having operated outside the public assistance system makes it difficult for New Hope to be
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considered an alternative to already existing programs that are part of welfare reform in this
country, though it was designed with this as one of its purposes. At the same time, the New Hope
Project did not envision that discussions of the program and its impacts would remain limited
entirely to the debate on welfare reform. Consequently, New Hope has developed a three-
pronged approach to the dissemination efforts that will take place now that the program has
ended: lessons learned from the New Hope Project and their implications for U.S. policy; lessons
learned and their implications for Wisconsin state policy; and addressing marginal tax issues that
were raised during the project on how to phase out economic benefits as participants earn more
money, while maintaining an incentive to work. With an orientation toward the future, 1999
promises to be a year when the New Hope Project's policy work becomes more narrow and
directed.

Future Research Follow-Up

MDRC is currently developing a 60-month survey that will follow up with respondents
beyond the operational phase of the program. Data collection using the survey instrument will be
ongoing throughout the year 2000. At the same time, the ethnographic work with both program
and control group families will continue for another two and a half years. The development of
the 60-month survey will continue to be informed by some of the issues that have emerged and
continue to surface through the ethnographic work with the 46 families that are part of that
research component.

In addition, New Hope is donating program documents and materials to the archive
collection at the University of WisconsinMilwaukee's Golda Meir Library for future historical
research on the project, including board minutes, program documents, and publications. MDRC
will create a public use file of the data sources that will be available to those who wish to carry
out their own analyses in the future.
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Building Bridges To Work
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THE NEW HOPE PROJECT, INC.

ATTACHMENT I

623 North 35th Street . Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53208
Telephone: (414) 342-3338
Facsimile: (414) 342-4078

Monday, January 5, 1998

Patricia Participant
1561 N 35th Street
Milwaukee, WI 53208

1100 West Mitchell Street . Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53204
Telephone: (414) 672-6760
Facsimile: (414) 672-6761 .11SP.2

Dear Patricia Participant:

I am writing to inform you that as of 6/98, your New Hope Project benefits will expire.

When we began our enrollment in August of 1994, the offer was simple; work at least
120 hours per month and become eligible for child care, health care, and a wage
supplement. If you were unemployed, New Hope would assist you in finding a position

or offer the opportunity of a Community Service Job if you had not found employment

after eight weeks.

This offer was good for three (3) years. You were one of the people chosen for the
project and you may have used some or all of our benefits since 6/95. Now, as your three

years in New Hope come to an end, I want to help you make plans for how to replace

New Hope.

To assist me in helping you through this transition, I have enclosed a survey. I encourage

you to fill it out and .return it.

I'd like to sit down with you and talk about what's next. I want you to make a good
transition out of New Hope. I will call you next week.

Sincerely,

[Name]

Project Representative

CC: Program Director
Executive Director

R
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ATTACHMENT II

SURVEY FOR EXITING NEW HOPE PARTICIPANTS

My biggest concern after I exit New Hope is: (check one)

child care

health insurance

better paying job

job-related training

other

housing

transportation

Benefits I currently receive from New Hope: (check all that apply)

child care

health care

wage supplement

Questions I have regarding my exit from New Hope:

The best time to reach me is: (also include day of week)

Phone number: (work or home circle one)

Name:

Address:

4 C 9
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ATTACHMENT III

ENCUESTA DE SALIDA PARA PARTICIPANTES
DE NEW HOPE PROJECT

Mi preocupacion principal despues que termine mi tiempo en New Hope es: (marque
una)

Guarderias

Seguro Medico

Mejor Empleo

Entrenamiento de trabajo

Otra preocupacion

Vivienda

Transporte

Yo recibo los siguientes beneficios de New Hope: (marque todos los que apliquen)

Guarderias

Seguro Medico

Salario Suplementario

Preguntas con relacion a mi salida del projecto:

Mejor tiempo para llamarme es:

Numero de Telefono:

Nombre:

(incluya dia de la semana)

(casa/trabajo)

Direccion:
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ATTACHMENT IV

BASIC

a. How was contact made?

In person

Telephone

Mail

Participant Name:

Project Representative:

NHP#:

PARTICIPANT PROFILE

HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE

1. Do you currently have health insurance available to you and
your family through a source other than New Hope Project (NHP), Inc.?

Yes No

a. If so, what are your other options?

Employer

Spouse

Public Assistance

Cobra

b. What will you most likely do about health insurance after exiting NHP?

CHILDCARE

2. Do you currently have childcare available to you through a source other than NHP?

Yes No (if no, go to a & b)

a. Are you aware of what your other options are?

Yes No

b. What will you most likely do about childcare after exiting NHP?

(continued)
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ATTACHMENT IV (continued)

PARTICIPANT PROFILE

WAYS TO CREATE EXTRA SPENDING MONEY

3. Do you currently have a monthly budget?

Yes No (if no, go to a)

a. Do you feel you could benefit from a monthly budget?

Yes No

4. Do you currently have a savings account?

Yes No

5. Do you have other means of financial support? (i.e., SSI, child support, etc.)

Yes No

a. If not, are you aware of how to go about receiving child support?

Yes No

EMPLOYABILITY

6. Do you currently have a high school diploma/GED?

Yes No (if no, go to a)

a. Would you like information on where to obtain a GED, if you do not have one?

Yes No

7. Have you taken advantage of education or training through NHP?

Yes No

If so, what kinds:

a. Did you feel it was beneficial to helping you secure or maintain employment?

Yes No

8. Do you have a working résumé?

Yes No

9. Do you have an up-to-date "employment plan"?

Yes No

-3991 7 2
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ATTACHMENT IV (continued)

PARTICIPANT PROFILE

10. Are you confident in your application/interview skills?

Yes No

GENERAL INFORMATION

11. In which W-2 Provider area do you live?

Goodwill

Maximus

UMOS

YWCA Works

OIC

12. Are you currently receiving AFDC?

Yes No

T-19?

Yes

Food Stamps?

Yes

No

No

13. What are your 3 biggest concerns about exiting NHP?

1.

2.

3.

14. How can NHP help you to achieve your goals within the next several months?

15. Do you wish to continue to work with me once your benefits at NHP end?
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Recent Publications on MDRC Projects

Note: For works not published by MDRC, the publisher's name is shown in parentheses. A complete publications
list is available from MDRC and on its Web site (www.mdrc.org).

Reforming Welfare and Making
Work Pay

ReWORKing Welfare: Technical Assistance for
States and Localities
A multifaceted effort to assist states and localities in
designing and implementing their welfare reform
programs. The project includes a series of "how-to"
guides, conferences, briefings, and customized, in-depth
technical assistance.

After AFDC: Welfare-to-Work Choices and Challenges
for States. 1997. Dan Bloom.

Changing to a Work First Strategy: Lessons from Los
Angeles County's GAIN Program for Welfare
Recipients. 1997. Evan Weissman.

Work First: How to Implement an Employment-Focused
Approach to Welfare Reform. 1997. Amy Brown.

Business Partnerships: How to Involve Employers in
Welfare Reform. 1998. Amy Brown, Maria Buck,
Erik Skinner.

Learnfare: How to Implement a Mandatory Stay-in-
School Program for Teenage Parents on Welfare.
1998. David Long, Johannes Bos.

Promoting Participation: How to Increase Involvement
in Welfare-to-Work Activities. 1999. Gayle Hamilton,
Susan Scrivener.

Project on Devolution and Urban Change
A multi-year study in four major urban counties
Cuyahoga County, Ohio (which includes the city of
Cleveland), Los Angeles, Miami-Dade, and
Philadelphia that examines how welfare reforms are
being implemented and affect poor people, their
neighborhoods, and the institutions that serve them.

Big Cities and Welfare Reform: Early Implementation
and Ethnographic Findings from the Project on
Devolution and Urban Change. 1999. Janet Quint,
Kathryn Edin, Maria Buck, Barbara Fink, Yolanda
Padilla, Olis Simmons-Hewitt, Mary Valmont.

Financial Incentives
New Hope Project
A test of a community-based, work-focused antipoverty
program and welfare alternative operating in Milwaukee.

The New Hope Offer: Participants in the New Hope
Demonstration Discuss Work, Family, and Self-
Sufficiency. 1996. Dudley Benoit.

Creating New Hope: Implementation of a Program to
Reduce Poverty and Reform Welfare. 1997. Thomas
Brock, Fred Doolittle, Veronica Fellerath, Michael
Wiseman.

Who Got New Hope? 1997. Michael Wiseman.
An Early Look at Community Service Jobs in the New

Hope Demonstration. 1998. Susan M. Poglinco,
Julian Brash, Robert C. Granger.

New Hope for People with Low Incomes: Two-Year
Results of a Program to Reduce Poverty and Reform
Welfare. 1999. Johannes Bos, Aletha Huston, Robert
Granger, Greg Duncan, Thomas Brock, Vonnie
McLoyd.

Minnesota Family Investment Program
An evaluation of Minnesota's welfare reform initiative,
which aims to encourage work, alleviate poverty, and
reduce welfare dependence.

MFIP: An Early Report on Minnesota's Approach to
Welfare Reform. 1995. Virginia Knox, Amy Brown,
Winston Lin.

Making Welfare Work and Work Pay: Implementation
and I8 -Month Impacts of the Minnesota Family
Investment Program. 1997. Cynthia Miller, Virginia
Knox, Patricia Auspos, Jo Anna Hunter-Mains, Alan
Orenstein.

Canada's Self-Sufficiency Project
A test of the effectiveness of a temporary earnings
supplement on the employment and welfare receipt of
public assistance recipients. Reports on the Self-
Sufficiency Project are available from: Social Research
and Demonstration Corporation (SRDC), 275 Slater St.,
Suite 900, Ottawa, Ontario K113 5H9, Canada. Tel.:
613-237-4311; Fax: 613-237-5045. In the United States,
the reports are also available from MDRC.

Creating an Alternative to Welfare: First-Year Findings
on the Implementation, Welfare Impacts, and Costs of
the Self-Sufficiency Project (Social Research and
Demonstration Corporation [SRDC]). 1995. Tod
Mijanovich, David Long.

The Struggle for Self-Sufficiency: Participants in the
Self-Sufficiency Project Talk About Work, Welfare,
and Their Futures (SRDC). 1995. Wendy Bancroft,
Sheila Currie Vernon.
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Do Financial Incentives Encourage Welfare Recipients
to Work? Initial 18-Month Findings from the Self-
Sufficiency Project (SRDC). 1996. David Card, Philip
K. Robins.

When Work Pays Better Than Welfare: A Summary of
the Self-Sufficiency Project's Implementation, Focus
Group, and Initial 18 -Month Impact Reports (SRDC).
1996.

How Important Are "Entry Effects" in Financial
Incentive Programs for Welfare Recipients?
Experimental Evidence from the Self-Sufficiency
Project (SRDC). 1997. David Card, Philip K. Robins,
Winston Lin.

Do Work Incentives Have Unintended Consequences?
Measuring "Entry Effects" in the Self-Sufficiency
Project (SRDC). 1998. Gordon Berlin, Wendy
Bancroft, David Card, Winston Lin, Philip K. Robins.

When Financial Incentives Encourage Work: Complete
18 -Month Findings from the Self-Sufficiency Project.
1998. Winston Lin, Philip K. Robins, David Card,
Kristen Harknett, Susanna Lui-Gurr.

Does SSP Plus Increase Employment? The Effect of
Adding Services to the Self-Sufficiency Project's
Financial Incentives. 1999. Gail Quets, Philip Robins,
Elsie Pan, Charles Michalopoulos, David Card.

When Financial Work Incentives Pay for Themselves:
Early Findings from the Self-Sufficiency Project's
Applicant Study. 1999. Charles Michalopoulos, Philip
Robins, David Card.

Time Limits

Cross-State Study of Time-Limited Welfare
An examination of the implementation of some of the
first state-initiated time-limited welfare programs.

Implementing Time-Limited Welfare: Early Experiences
in Three States. 1995. Dan Bloom, David Butler.

The View from the Field: As Time Limits Approach,
Welfare Recipients and Staff Talk About Their
Attitudes and Expectations. 1997. Amy Brown, Dan
Bloom, David Butler.

Welfare Time Limits: An Interim Report Card. 1999.
Dan Bloom.

Connecticut's Jobs First Program
An evaluation of Connecticut's statewide time-limited
welfare program, which includes financial work
incentives and requirements to participate in
employment-related services aimed at rapid job
placement. This study provides some of the earliest
information on the effects of time limits in major urban
areas.

Jobs First: Early Implementation of Connecticut's
Welfare Reform Initiative. 1998. Dan Bloom, Mary
Andes, Claudia Nicholson.

Connecticut Post-Time Limit Tracking Study: Three-
Month Survey Results. 1998. Jo Anna Hunter-Manns,
Dan Bloom, Richard Hendra, Johanna Walter.

Connecticut Post-Time Limit Tracking Study: Six-Month
Survey Results. 1999. Jo Anna Hunter-Maims, Dan
Bloom.

Florida's Family Transition Program
An evaluation of Florida's initial time-limited welfare
program, which includes services, requirements, and
financial work incentives intended to reduce long-term
welfare receipt and help welfare recipients find and
keep jobs.

The Family Transition Program: An Early
Implementation Report on Florida's Time-Limited
Welfare Initiative. 1995. Dan Bloom.

The Family Transition Program: Implementation and
Early Impacts of Florida's Initial Time-Limited
Welfare Program. 1997. Dan Bloom, James J.
Kemple, Robin Rogers-Dillon.

The Family Transition Program: Implementation and
Interim Impacts of Florida's Initial Time-Limited
Welfare Program. 1998. Dan Bloom, Mary Farrell,
James J. Kemple, Nandita Verma.

The Family Transition Program: Implementation and
Three-Year Impacts of Florida's Initial Time-Limited
Welfare Program. 1999. Dan Bloom, Mary Farrell,
James Kemple, Nandita Verma.

Vermont's Welfare Restructuring Project
An evaluation of Vermont's statewide welfare reform
program, which includes a work requirement after a
certain period of welfare receipt, and financial work
incentives.

WRP: Implementation and Early Impacts of Vermont's
Welfare Restructuring Project. 1998. Dan Bloom,
Charles Michalopoulos, Johanna Walter, Patricia
Auspos.

Mandatory Welfare Employment Programs
National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work
Strategies
A large-scale study (formerly known as the JOBS
Evaluation) of different strategies for moving people
from welfare to employment.

Adult Education for People on AFDC: A Synthesis of
Research (U.S. Department of Education [ED]/U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services [HHS]).
1995. Edward Pauly.

Early Findings on Program Impacts in Three Sites
(HHS/ED). 1995. Stephen Freedman, Daniel
Friedlander.

Five Years After: The Long-Term Effects of Welfare-to-
Work Programs (Russell Sage Foundation). 1995.
Daniel Friedlander, Gary Burtless.
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Monthly Participation Rates in Three Sites and Factors
Affecting Participation Levels in Welfare-to-Work
Programs (HHS/ED). 1995. Gayle Hamilton.

Changing to a Work First Strategy: Lessons from Los
Angeles County's GAIN Program for Welfare
Recipients. 1997. Evan Weissman.

Evaluating Two Welfare-to-Work Program Approaches:
Two-Year Findings on the Labor Force Attachment and
Human Capital Development Programs in Three Sites
(HHS/ED). 1997. Gayle Hamilton, Thomas Brock,
Mary Farrell, Daniel Friedlander, Kristen Harknett.

Work First: How to Implement an Employment-Focused
Approach to Welfare Reform. 1997. Amy Brown.

Implementation, Participation Patterns, Costs, and
Two-Year Impacts of the Portland (Oregon) Welfare-
to-Work Program (HHS/ED). 1998. Susan Scrivener,
Gayle Hamilton, Mary Farrell, Stephen Freedman,
Daniel Friedlander, Marisa Mitchell, Jodi Nudelman,
Christine Schwartz.

Los Angeles's Jobs-First GAIN Program
An evaluation of Los Angeles's refocused GAIN
(welfare-to-work) program, which emphasizes rapid
employment. This is the first in-depth study of a full-
scale "work first" program in one of the nation's largest
urban areas.

Changing to a Work First Strategy: Lessons from Los
Angeles County's GAIN Program for Welfare
Recipients. 1997. Evan Weissman.

The Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation:
Preliminary Findings on Participation Patterns and
First-Year Impacts. 1998. Stephen Freedman, Marisa
Mitchell, David Navarro.

The Los Angeles Jobs-First GAIN Evaluation: First-
Year Findings on Participation Patterns and Impacts.
1999. Stephen Freedman, Marisa Mitchell, David
Navarro.

Teen Parents on Welfare
Teenage Parent Programs: A Synthesis of the Long-

Term Effects of the New Chance Demonstration,
Ohio's Learning, Earning, and Parenting (LEAP)
Program, and the Teenage Parent Demonstration
(TPD). 1998. Robert C. Granger, Rachel Cytron.

Ohio's LEAP Program
An evaluation of Ohio's Learning, Earning, and
Parenting (LEAP) Program, which uses financial
incentives to encourage teenage parents on welfare to
stay in or return to school.

LEAP: Three-Year Impacts of Ohio's Welfare Initiative
to Improve School Attendance Among Teenage
Parents. 1996. David Long, Judith M. Gueron, Robert
G. Wood, Rebecca Fisher, Veronica Fellerath.

LEAP: Final Report on Ohio 's Welfare Initiative to
Improve School Attendance Among Teenage Parents.
1997. Johannes Bos, Veronica Fellerath.

New Chance Demonstration
A test of a comprehensive program of services that
seeks to improve the economic status and general well-
being of a group of highly disadvantaged young women
and their children.

New Chance: Final Report on a Comprehensive Program
for Young Mothers in Poverty and Their Children.
1997. Janet Quint, Johannes Bos, Denise Polit.

Parenting Behavior in a Sample of Young Mothers in
Poverty: Results of the New Chance Observational
Study. 1998. Martha Zaslow, Carolyn Eldred, editors.

Focusing on Fathers
Parents' Fair Share Demonstration
A demonstration for unemployed noncustodial parents
(usually fathers) of children on welfare. PFS aims to
improve the men's employment and earnings, reduce
child poverty by increasing child support payments, and
assist the fathers in playing a broader constructive role
in their children's lives.

Low-Income Parents and the Parents ' Fair Share
Demonstration. 1996. Earl Johnson, Fred Doolittle.

Working with Low-Income Cases: Lessons for the Child
Support Enforcement System from Parents Fair
Share. 1998. Fred Doolittle, Suzanne Lynn.

Building Opportunities, Enforcing Obligations:
Implementation and Interim Impacts of Parents' Fair
Share. 1998. Fred Doolittle, Virginia Knox, Cynthia
Miller, Sharon Rowser.

Fathers ' Fair Share: Helping Poor Men Manage Child
Support and Fatherhood (Russell Sage Foundation).
1999. Earl Johnson, Ann Levine, Fred Doolittle.

Other
Can They All Work? A Study of the Employment

Potential of Welfare Recipients in a Welfare-to-Work
Program. 1995. James A. Riccio, Stephen Freedman.

Florida's Project Independence: Benefits, Costs, and Two-
Year Impacts of Florida's JOBS Program. 1995. James J.
Kemple, Daniel Friedlander, Veronica Fellerath.

From Welfare to Work Among Lone Parents in Britain:
Lessons for America. 1996. James A. Riccio.

Employment and Community
Initiatives
Connections to Work Project
A study of local efforts to increase competition in the
choice of providers of employment services for welfare
recipients and other low-income populations. The
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project also provides assistance to cutting-edge local
initiatives aimed at helping such people access and
secure jobs.

Tulsa's Ind Ex Program: A Business-Led Initiative for
Welfare Reform and Economic Development. 1997.
Maria Buck.

Washington Works: Sustaining a Vision of Welfare
Reform Based on Personal Change, Work
Preparation, and Employer Involvement. 1998. Susan
Gooden.

Cost Analysis Step by Step: A How-to Guide for
Planners and Providers of Welfare-to-Work and
Other Employment and Training Programs. 1998.
David Greenberg, Ute Appenzeller.

Jobs-Plus Initiative
A multi-site effort to greatly increase employment
among public housing residents.

A Research Framework for Evaluating Jobs-Plus, a
Saturation and Place-Based Employment Initiative
for Public Housing Residents. 1998. James A. Riccio.

Mobilizing Public Housing Communities for Work:
Origins and Early Accomplishments of the Jobs-Plus
Demonstration. 1999. James A. Riccio.

Section 3 Public Housing Study
An examination of the effectiveness of Section 3 of the
1968 Housing and Urban Development Act in affording
employment opportunities for public housing residents.

Lessons from the Field on the Implementation of Section 3
(U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development).
1996. Maxine Bailey, Suzanne Lynn.

Canada's Earnings Supplement Project
A test of an innovative financial incentive intended to
expedite the reemployment of displaced workers and
encourage full-year work by seasonal or part-year
workers, thereby also reducing receipt of
Unemployment Insurance.

Implementing the Earnings Supplement Project: A Test
of a Re-employment Incentive (Social Research and
Demonstration Corporation). 1997. Howard Bloom,
Barbara Fink, Susanna Lui-Gurr, Wendy Bancroft,
Doug Tattrie.

Testing a Re-employment Incentive for Displaced
Workers: The Earnings Supplement Project. 1999.
Howard Bloom, Saul Schwartz, Susanna Lui-Gurr,
Suk-Won Lee.

Education Reform
School-to-Work Project
A study of innovative programs that help students make
the transition from school to work or careers.

Home-Grown Lessons: Innovative Program Linking
School and Work (Jossey-Bass Publishers). 1995.
Edward Pauly, Hilary Kopp, Joshua Haimson.

Home-Grown Progress: The Evolution of Innovative
School-to-Work Programs. 1997. Rachel A. Pedraza,
Edward Pauly, Hilary Kopp.

Career Academies
The largest and most comprehensive evaluation of a
school-to-work initiative, this 10-site study examines a
promising approach to high school restructuring and the
school-to-work transition.

Career Academies: Early Implementation Lessons from a
10-Site Evaluation. 1996. James J. Kemple, JoAnn
Leah Rock.

Career Academies: Communities of Support for Students
and Teachers Emerging Findings from a 10 -Site
Evaluation. 1997. James J. Kemple.

Career Academies: Building Career Awareness and
Work-Based Learning Activities Through Employer
Partnerships. 1999. James Kemple, Susan Poglinco,
Jason Snipes.

Project Transition
A demonstration program that tested a combination of
school-based strategies to facilitate students' transition
from middle school to high school.

Project Transition: Testing an Intervention to Help
High School Freshmen Succeed. 1999. Janet Quint,
Cynthia Miller, Jennifer Pastor, Rachel Cytron.

MDRC Working Papers on Research
Methodology
A new series of papers that explore alternative methods
of examining the implementation and impacts of
programs and policies.

Building a Convincing. Test of a Public Housing
Employment Program Using Non-Experimental
Methods: Planning for the Jobs-Plus Demonstration.
1999. Howard Bloom

Estimating Program Impacts on Student Achievement
Using "Short" Interrupted Time Series. 1999.
Howard Bloom.
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About MDRC

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) is a nonprofit,
nonpartisan social policy research organization. We are dedicated to learning what
works to improve the well-being of low-income people. Through our research and
the active communication of our findings, we seek to enhance the effectiveness of
social policies and programs. MDRC was founded in 1974 and is located in New
York City and San Francisco.

MDRC's current projects focus on welfare and economic security, education, and
employment and community initiatives. Complementing our evaluations of a wide
range of welfare reforms are new studies of supports for the working poor and
emerging analyses of how programs affect children's development and their
families' well-being. In the field of education, we are testing reforms aimed at
improving the performance of public schools, especially in urban areas. Finally, our
community projects are using innovative approaches to increase employment in
low-income neighborhoods.

Our projects are a mix of demonstrations field tests of promising program models
and evaluations of government and community initiatives, and we employ a wide

range of methods such as large-scale studies to determine a program's effects,
surveys, case studies, and ethnographies of individuals and families. We share the
findings and lessons from our work including best practices for program operators

with a broad audience within the policy and practitioner community, as well as the
general public and the media.

Over the past quarter century, MDRC has worked in almost every state, all of the
nation's largest cities, and Canada. We conduct our projects in partnership with state
and local governments, the federal government, public school systems, community
organizations, and numerous private philanthropies.
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